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1.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE FINAL EIR

1.1 PURPOSE

This document represents the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium-Play del Mar

Apartments project (County of Los Angeles Project No. R2009-002015). It has been prepared in

accordance with Section 15132 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, as amended.

As required by this section, a Final EIR shall consist of the following:

 The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR.

 Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in summary.

 A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

 The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process.

 Other information deemed necessary by the Lead Agency.

The evaluation and response to public comments is an important part of the CEQA process as it allows

the following: (1) the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained within

the Draft EIR; (2) the ability to detect any omissions which may have occurred during preparation of the

Draft EIR; (3) the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the Draft EIR; (4) the

ability to share expertise; and (5) the ability to discover public concerns.

1.2 PROCESS

As defined by Section 15050 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County of Los Angeles is serving as “Lead

Agency,” responsible for preparing both the Draft and Final EIR for this project. A Notice of Preparation

(NOP) was prepared and circulated by the County of Los Angeles December 10, 2009, through January

18, 2010, for the required 30-day review period.

The County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (DRP) circulated the Draft EIR and related

appendices to affected agencies, the public and other interested persons on March 18, 2010. This 60-day

public comment period on the original Draft EIR closed on May 17, 2010. Three sections of the Draft EIR

(project description, traffic and access, and visual resources) were revised and recirculated for public

review on August 19, 2010. This 45-day comment period on the Recirculated Draft EIR closed on October

6, 2010.
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The Regional Planning Commission held an initial hearing on May 12, 2010, without testimony as the

applicant requested a continuance. A second public hearing was held June 16, 2010, also without

testimony at the request of the applicant for continuation of discussion with community representatives

on the project design in regard to density, height, access and parking. A third hearing was held July 14,

2010, at which the applicant presented a revised project design and testimony was heard on the proposed

project discretionary requests. A fourth hearing was held on October 6, 2010, to hear comments on the

revised project design and to receive responses from the applicant to issues and concerns raised by the

Commission and members of the public at the July 12, 2010 hearing. A fifth hearing was held November

10, 2010.

A total of 43 comment letters were received in response to the first public Draft EIR. A total of five

comment letters were received in response to the Recirculated Draft EIR. A list of commenters is shown

below. The comment letters have been numbered and organized chronologically into the following

categories: Public Agencies and Other Commenters.

The bracketed original comment letters are provided, followed by numbered responses to each bracketed

comment. Individual comments within each letter are numbered and the response is given a matching

number. Where responses result in a change to the text of the Draft EIR, it is noted within the response to

the comment. Any attachments accompanying the original comment letters are provided in Appendix

3.0, of this Final EIR.

1.3 CONTENTS OF THE FINAL EIR

As discussed above, the primary intent of the Final EIR is to provide a forum to air and address

comments pertaining to the analysis contained within the Draft EIR. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the State

CEQA Guidelines, the County of Los Angeles, as the Lead Agency for this project, has reviewed and

addressed all comments received on the Draft EIR prepared for The Millennium-Playa del Mar

Apartments project. Included within the Final EIR are written comments that were submitted during the

required public review period and extensions approved by the Los Angeles County Regional Planning

Commission. Responses to oral testimony received at the Regional Planning Commission hearings of July

14, 2010, and October 6, 2010, are addressed in Section 3.3, Topical Responses.

In order to adequately address the comments provided by interested agencies and the public in an

organized manner, this Final EIR has been prepared in four parts. A description of each part is as follows:

 Part 1 provides a brief introduction to the Final EIR and its contents.

 Part 2 provides corrections to the Project Description section of the Recirculated Draft EIR.



1.0 Introduction to the Final EIR

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1.0-3 Millennium-Playa Del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
1052.001 October 2010

 Part 3 provides responses to written comments made by both the public agencies and interested
parties. Included are each written comment received by County of Los Angeles Department of
Regional Planning staff during the required public review period and extensions for both the March
2010 Draft EIR and the August 2010 Recirculated Draft EIR approved by the Los Angeles County
Regional Planning Commission. Following each letter, responses are provided. Before the responses,
this Final EIR includes an “Introduction to Response to Comments/Written Responses.”

Consistent with state law (Public Resources Code 21092.5), responses to agency comments were

forwarded to each commenting agency at least 10 days prior to the last public hearing. The Final EIR is

available for public review at the:

County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012
Contact: Anthony Curzi

City of Los Angeles
Westchester-Loyola Library
7114 West Manchester Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90045-3509

City of Los Angeles
Mar Vista Library
12006 Venice Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90066-3810

City of Los Angeles
Playa Vista Library
6400 Playa Vista Drive
Playa Vista, California 90094-2168

County of Los Angeles
Culver City Julian Dixon Library
4975 Overland Avenue
Culver City, California 90230
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2.0 REVISIONS TO DRAFT EIR AND RECIRCULATED
DRAFT EIR

2.1 REVISIONS TO PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Revisions have been made to the text of the March 2010 Draft EIR and the August 2010 Recirculated Draft

EIR as a result of project design features made by the project proponent in response to concerns raised by

the community.

Text added to the Draft EIR or the Recirculated Draft EIR is shown in underline format, and deleted text

is shown in strikethrough. This section, in combination with the Draft EIR, the Recirculated Draft EIR,

and the responses to comments section herein constitutes the Final EIR. This presentation of revisions to

the Draft EIR is consistent with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132

detailing required Final EIR contents.
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Section 3.0 Project Description

The following section and table within Section 3.0 Project Description of the Recirculated Draft EIR have

been revised:

3.4 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

3.4.1 Overview of Site Plan

The proposed project is a request to develop the site with 196 apartments in one primary building with a

maximum height of four stories (49 feet; 51 feet at the stairwell towers) and three two-story buildings

(22 feet) at the northwest property boundary. The proposed project includes a 329-space parking

structure with a maximum height of four stories (approximately 35 feet) in addition to 20 private garages

along the northwest property boundary. The existing church, parking lot, and single-family residence

will be removed. Egress only will be provided by an existing alley south of the project site, and ingress

and egress will be provided by a new private driveway and fire lane along the northern part of the site.

The project consists of one, primary, maximum four-story apartment building and five six one-bedroom,

carriage units in three structures, collectively containing a total of 196 apartment units. The apartment

building is designed to be organized on three sides (to the north, east and west) around a four-story-deck

(approximately 35-feet high) aboveground parking structure and incorporates open courtyard areas.

Emphasis has been placed on a building design that provides a graduated-height transition along the

northern and southern site perimeters. Building height is limited to two stories (28 feet) along the

northerly edge of the structure (in proximity to the single-family residences located northerly of the site),

and increases to a maximum of four stories (approximately 49 feet) as the building transitions from north

to south across the site toward the existing apartment complex that is sited adjacent to the subject

property to the south. The four-story portion of the apartment building are along the western and eastern

perimeters and adjacent to the parking structure. Figure 3.0-2 shows the proposed site plan for the

project. Figures 3.0-3 through 3.0-4 provide architectural elevations for the proposed project. A total of

353 parking spaces (329 spaces in a parking garage, 20 parking spaces in private garages, and 4 on-grade

parking spaces opposite the leasing office) would be provided as a part of the proposed project. The

329-space parking garage would have a maximum height of 35 feet and is proposed to be mechanically

ventilated to reduce noise and vehicle emissions along the southern alley. The number of parking spaces

is not consistent with current County Code requirements (a total of 394 spaces are required by County

Code for apartments) and a parking deviation for less than the required parking is being requested by the

project applicant as a part of the project approval. The project would also include four courtyards, an

outdoor pool in courtyard one, a leasing office, a fitness center, and rest rooms. The existing (25-foot-

wide) alleyway that occurs along the southern perimeter of the site would be widened to 28 feet. All

interior spaces would be air-conditioned.
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3.4.2 Proposed Building Layout

The proposed buildings would provide 196 apartment units. Three two-story structures would be located

on the northwestern portion of the project site. These buildings would be designed as one-bedroom

“carriage units” with parking on the ground level and apartment units on the second floor. Five Six

residential units would be contained in the three two-story structures, with 20 parking spaces to be

provided below. The primary residential building, ranging from two to four stories, would contain an

entrance lobby, courtyards, elevator bays, stairwells, and vehicular and pedestrian access to the garage.

Floor plans for each of the four residential levels of the project are illustrated on Figures 3.0-5 to 3.0-8.

Total interior square footage of the building, exclusive of courtyard and parking areas, is approximately

261,447 square feet.

3.4.2.1 Apartment Units

There are eight 10 unit types (floor plans) proposed for the project, ranging in size from a 724-square-foot

one-bedroom unit to a 1,1371,450-square-foot twothree-bedroom unit. Average unit size would be

approximately 898 925 square feet with a majority having attached balconies or patios (not included in

square footage calculations). The proposed project would consist of 95 100 one-bedroom units (including

the six carriage units) and, 101 94 two-bedroom units, and two three-bedroom units. Table 3.0-1 presents

the number of each size of unit that would be constructed in the building.

Table 3.0-1
Proposed Unit Types

Unit Type Unit Size in square feet Total Units
1 bedroom/1 bath (A1) 724 6157
1 bedroom/1 bath (A2) 729 3734
1 bedroom/1 bath (A3) 747 23
Carriage (A4) 791 56
2 bedroom/2 bath (B1) 1,067 29
2 bedroom/2 bath (B2) 1,0931,097 2014
2 bedroom/2 bath (B5) 1,0671,062 1615
2 bedroom/2 bath (B4) 1,1371,163 2620
2 bedroom/2.5 bath townhouse (TH) 1,242 16
3 bedroom/ 3 bath(C1) 1,450 2
TOTAL 898 925 average 196

Source: Architects Orange, 2010
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FIGURE 3.0-2
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Section 4.1 Land Use and Planning

The following section and figure within Section 4.1 Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR has been

revised:

4.1.4.4.1 Consistency with County of Los Angeles General Plan

4.1.4.4.1.1 Land Use Designations

In addition, while the density of the proposed project could be considered a sensitive land use interface

issue in this case with single-family residences to the north, the proposed project is consistent with

higher-density residential uses situated to the south. Moreover, in consideration of the sensitive

single-family residential uses to the north, and in order to ensure the project’s physical compatibility with

these residences, proposed building height is limited to one and two stories along the northerly edge of

the structure (in proximity to the single-family residences located northerly of the site), and increases to

three stories at the northwest corner, and to a maximum of four stories as the building transitions from

north to south across the site toward the existing apartment complex that is sited adjacent to the subject

property to the southeast. However, only three story units are proposed along the southern alley. Figure

4.1-2, Surrounding Residential Density, illustrates the transition in density from Jefferson Boulevard

northward. This design provides a height transition from the one-story single-family homes and private

back yards along the northern perimeter to the mid-rise multi-family apartments on the southern

boundary. In order to further ensure the project’s physical compatibility with the single-family residences

to the north, the project is designed with an open spaceacoustical attenuation buffer along the northerly

northwesterly side of the building. Along the northern boundary, the building would be set back a

minimum of approximately 35 feet and a maximum of about 43 60 feet from the northern site boundary;

two-story perimeter structures would not exceed 31 28 feet in exterior height (excluding chimney heights)

along the northern project margin. At the northwest corner of the project site, a three-story portion of the

building would reach a height of 40 38.5 feet. At approximately 80 feet from the northern property line,

the building would transition to a height of four stories, or about 53.546 feet, exclusive of architectural

projections at the roofline. The height of the parking structure would be 56 35 feet.



Surrounding Residential Density
FIGURE 4.1-2
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Section 4.5 Traffic and Access

The following section and figure within Section 4.5 Traffic and Access of the Recirculated Draft EIR have

been revised:

4.5.4.3.7 Future Year 2013 Base Conditions Plus Project Traffic Volumes

4.5-1 A traffic signal including the provision of an Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control

(ATSAC) System and Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) shall be installed at the

intersection of Grosvenor Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard, prior to the issuance of a

certificate of occupancy. The project shall make a deposit of $200,000.00 to the City of Los

Angeles shall be solely responsible for the design and construction of the new traffic

signal at this intersection. for for the installation of the traffic signal given provisions

defined by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (the Traffic Study in

Appendix 4.5) The design and construction phases shall be processed through a B-permit

issued by the City of Los Angeles’ Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering.



Project Trip Distribution

FIGURE 4.5-4
SOURCE: RAJU Associates, Inc., – October 2010
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3.0 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE
DRAFT EIR

3.1 LIST OF PUBLIC AGENCIES AND PRIVATE PARTIES COMMENTING ON THE

ORIGINAL PUBLIC DRAFT EIR

Public Agencies

1. County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Road Maintenance District 3, e-mail dated
March 29, 2010

2. County of Los Angeles Public Library, letter dated April 13, 2010

3. City of Culver City Public Works Department, letter dated April 22, 2010

4. City of Los Angeles Councilmember Bill Rosendahl, letter dated April 27, 2010

5. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning
Unit, letter dated May 4, 2010

6. Metropolitan Transportation Authority, letter dated May 4, 2010

Local Organizations and Individuals

7. Leonard and Valerie Brownrigg, e-mail dated March 19, 2010

8. Form Letter signed by Dennis Kitaguana and Hsei-Hsiang Chen, letter dated April 7, 2010

9. Form Letter signed by Nobuo Sugiyama, letter dated April 7, 2010

10. Form Letter signed by Shonori Sugiyama, letter dated April 7, 2010

11. Form Letter signed by Teresa and Thomas Ball, letter dated April 7, 2010

12. Form Letter signed by Lisa Lee, letter dated April 7, 2010

13. Form Letter signed by Tomeko Sugiyama, letter dated April 7, 2010

14. Form Letter signed by Nobuo Sugiyana, letter dated April 7, 2010

15. Form Letter signed by Megumi Sugiyana, letter dated April 7, 2010

16. Form Letter signed by Jennifer and Mark Oki, letter dated April 7, 2010

17. Form Letter signed by Kim Shockley, letter dated April 7, 2010

18. Form Letter signed by Mary L. Shockley, letter dated April 7, 2010

3.0-1
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19. Form Letter signed by Marcel Raquel Beltran, letter dated April 7, 2010

20. Form Letter signed by Illegible Signature, letter dated April 7, 2010

21. Form Letter signed by Glenn La Fernan, letter dated April 7, 2010

22. Form Letter signed by Ed Stewart, letter dated April 7, 2010

23. Form Letter signed by Karen Tokubo, letter dated April 7, 2010

24. Form Letter signed by Sam Fujinami, letter dated April 7, 2010

25. Form Letter signed by Sal Gamboa, letter dated April 7, 2010

26. Form Letter signed by Shawn Veginaw, letter dated April 7, 2010

27. Form Letter signed by Illegible Signature, letter dated April 7, 2010

28. Form Letter signed by Michael D. Shockley, letter dated April 7, 2010

29. Form Letter signed by Carolyn and Betty Goldsmith, letter dated April 7, 2010

30. Form Letter signed by Yoshimi Shigekan, letter dated April 7, 2010

31. Form Letter signed by Timothy and Patricia Carvel, letter dated April 7, 2010

32. Form Letter signed by Melissa Kurtz, letter dated April 7, 2010

33. Form Letter signed by Kelly and Ronald Zullo, letter dated April 7, 2010

34. Form Letter signed by Brian Reed, letter dated April 7, 2010

35. Form Letter signed by Illegible Signature, letter dated April 7, 2010

36. Matthew Murray, letter dated April 21, 2010

37. Susan and David Boyer as well as Alan and Debby Berg, letter undated (references Wayne Avrashow
letter)

38. Wayne Avrashow, letter dated April 28, 2010

39. Elizabeth Zamora, letter dated April 28, 2010

40. Susan Boyer, e-mail dated April 30, 2010

41. Elizabeth Zamora, letter dated May 9, 2010

42. Mickey Shockley, letter dated May 9, 2010

43. Wayne Avrashow, letter May 17, 2010

3.0-2
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43A. Menlo Scientific Acoustics, Inc. letter to Wayne Avrashow, dated May 17, 2010

43B. L.A. Private Eyes Geotechnical Engineers letter to Wayne Avrashow, dated May 7, 2010

43C. Overland Traffic Consultants, Inc. letter to Wayne Avrashow, dated May 17, 2010

44. Carole Suzuki, letter dated July 8, 2010

45. Petition Signed by Local Residents

3.2 LIST OF PUBLIC AGENCIES AND PRIVATE PARTIES COMMENTING ON THE

PUBLIC RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

Public Agencies

46. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning
Unit, letter dated October 7, 2010

Local Organizations and Individuals

47. Anne M. Friel, letter dated September 15, 2010

48. Tobyann Mandel, letter dated October 5, 2010

49. Elizabeth A. Pollock, letter dated October 6, 2010

50. Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association, Elizabeth Zamora, letter dated October 6, 2010

51. Del Rey Neighborhood Council, Eric De Sobe, letter dated October 6, 2010

3.0-3
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3.3 TOPICAL RESPONSES

Several environmental issues were common to the letters received on the Draft EIR. Where a common

environmental issue occurs multiple times, the reader is directed to the appropriate topical response

found below. In many cases, additional language is provided in the body of the response itself where the

topical response may not address a specific sub-component of an individual comment.

Topical Response 1: Project Density and Land Use Compatibility

The purpose of this topical response is to address comments received on the public Draft EIR that express

concerns regarding the density of the proposed project in relation to the existing uses on and adjacent to

the project site.

Several commenters state that the proposed project design proposes too many units, and is incompatible

with surrounding land uses and the existing General Plan land use designation for the project site.

The project evaluated in the Draft EIR proposed 216 apartments in one building with a maximum height

of four stories (60 feet) along with a 433-space parking structure with a maximum height of 4.5 stories

(approximately 50 feet); a zone change from R-3-DP and R-1 to R-4-DP; and a general plan amendment to

change the land use designation from Low Density Residential 1 to High Density Residential 4.

On July 15, 2010, the project developer submitted a revised project for consideration. The revised project

proposes 196 apartments in multiple buildings with a maximum height of four stories (49 feet) along with

353 total parking spaces (329 spaces in a parking garage, 20 parking spaces in private garages, and

4 on-grade parking spaces opposite the leasing office). The 329-space parking garage would have a

maximum height of 35 feet. Since the number of parking spaces to be provided by the proposed project is

not consistent with current County Code requirements (a total of 394 spaces are required by County Code

for apartments), a parking deviation for less than the required parking is being requested by the project

applicant as a part of the project approval. The revised project will also require a yard modification for

the proposed construction of an 8-foot-tall concrete block wall along the north property line, which will

serve as a visual and noise buffer for the single family residences sited northerly of the project site.

Project Density

A residential density study was prepared and included in Appendix 4.1 of the Draft EIR for the proposed

216 unit project. The study conducted a parcel by parcel analysis of the relative density (dwelling units

per area in acres) within a 1,000-foot radius from the project site. Density ranged from a low density

figure of 3.63 dwelling units per acre to the highest density of 119.93 dwelling units per acre. The former

3.0-4
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density is located immediately adjacent to the northeast of the project site on Beatrice Street. The latter

density is located immediately adjacent to the project site on the south, fronting Jefferson Boulevard. The

aggregate density within the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County is 19.16 dwelling units per acre,

averaged for 312 units. The overall average density for all (3,512) parcels included in the study is

41.66 dwelling units per acre.

Figure 4.1-2, Surrounding Residential Density, included in the Draft EIR shows that three multi-family

residential buildings to the south of the project site (the Club Marina Apartments) have a combined total

of 154 units on 1.55 acres, which is a density of approximately 99 units per acre. The revised project

(196 units) would have two ranks of density as indicated here (see Section 2.0, Revisions to Draft EIR

and Recirculated Draft EIR) in modified Figure 4.1-2, Surrounding Residential Density: 177 units on

3.0 acres on the southern portion of the project site, or 59.0 units per acre, and 19 units on 1.3 acres on the

northern portion of the project site, or 14.6 units per acre. The blended site-wide density of the proposed

project design is 46.6 units per acre, which is almost half of the density of the existing multi-family

residential uses located directly south of the project site boundaries in the City of Los Angeles. The

residential density study shows that the project is compatible with the general density of the surrounding

area and Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project is

compatible with the density of the site and surrounding properties. Moreover, the revised project reduces

the overall density by 20 units which lower the density per acreage on the project site. No additional or

new information is needed that would trigger the need for recirculation of the Draft EIR based upon the

criteria outlined in Section 15088.5.

Land Use Compatibility

The project site is situated in a diverse area characterized by a horizontal mix of land uses that include

single-family homes, multi-family apartment buildings, and a variety of office and light industrial

commercial uses. Recent development in the project area is primarily high-density residential in nature,

particularly to the south and southwest, where the Playa Vista development is being constructed. There is

also some neighborhood retail and service businesses in the area, which support the convenience

shopping needs of the area’s growing residential population. The project would continue the recent

development of higher density residential and commercial uses that currently border the site and are

present or are planned in the nearby Playa Vista project that is situated farther to the south and west,

thereby contributing to the coherence of the community by being consistent with contemporary land

uses.

3.0-5
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The General Plan land use map currently designates the project site as Low-Density 1 (1 to 6 du/acre)

while the zoning code designates the project site as R-3-DP (4.22 net acres) and R-1 (0.14 net acre). The

proposed project proposes a change in these land use designations. As proposed, General Plan Land Use

designation would be changed from Low-Density 1 to High Density 4 (22 or more du/acre), while the

zoning designation would be changed from R-3-DP and R-1 to R-4-DP.

The current land use designation of Low-Density is inconsistent with the current multi-family R-3 zoning

and is out-of-date with the existing prevalence of higher-density residential development adjacent to and

nearby the project site. Thus, the consequence of the project’s inconsistency with the existing General Plan

Land Use Designation of Low-Density 1 must be evaluated in light of the existing land uses to determine

if the project, as proposed, would itself be incompatible with adjacent and surrounding uses in the

neighborhood.

The project analyzed in the Draft EIR was designed in consideration of the sensitive single-family

residential uses to the north to ensure the project’s physical compatibility with these residences. The

proposed building height is limited to one and two stories along the northerly edge of the structure in

proximity to the single-family residences located northerly of the site), and increases to three stories at the

northwest corner, and to a maximum of four stories as the building transitions from north to south across

the site toward the existing apartment complex that is sited adjacent to the subject property to the

southeast. This design provides a height transition from the one-story single-family homes and private

back yards along the northern perimeter to the mid-rise multi-family apartments on the southern

boundary. In order to further ensure the project’s physical compatibility with the single-family residences

to the north, the project is designed with an open space buffer along the northerly side of the building.

Along the northern boundary, the building would be set back a minimum of approximately 35 feet and a

maximum of about 43 feet from the northern site boundary; two-story perimeter structures would not

exceed 31 feet in exterior height (excluding chimney heights) along the northern project margin. At the

northwest corner of the project site, a three-story portion of the building would reach a height of 40 feet.

At approximately 80 feet from the northern property line, the building would transition to a height of

four stories, or about 53.5 feet, exclusive of architectural projections at the roof line. The height of the

parking structure would be 56 feet.

Moreover, the revised project further ensures the project’s physical compatibility with surrounding uses.

The revised project is designed with open space and two-story carriage units along the northerly side of

the project site and provides a similar height transition from the single-story single-family homes located

just northerly of the subject property. Along the northern boundary, the primary residential building

would be set back a minimum of approximately 35 feet and a maximum of about 43 feet from the

northern site boundary. The two-story perimeter structures would not exceed 28 feet in exterior height

(excluding chimney heights) along the northern project margin, compared to 31 feet for the Draft EIR
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project. At the northwest corner of the project site, a three-story portion of the building would reach a

height of 39.5 feet. At approximately 80 feet from the northern property line, the building would

transition to a height of four stories, or about 49 feet, exclusive of architectural projections. The height of

the parking structure has been reduced from 56 feet to approximately 35 feet.

The existing Club Marina apartment complex located directly across the southern alley to the south of the

project site is approximately 49 feet tall from grade on Jefferson Boulevard and approximately 37 feet tall

from grade directly adjacent to the alley. The revised project would increase the width of the existing

alley from 25 feet to 28 feet to create more distance between the proposed parking garage and existing

Club Marina apartment complex. The 35-foot-tall proposed parking garage would be 2 feet lower than

the height of the existing Club Marina apartment complex that is across the existing alley adjacent to the

project site on the southern boundary. The revised project would be more compatible with the

surrounding uses.
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Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access

The project’s potential traffic and circulation impacts were assessed in a traffic study prepared by RAJU

Associates, Inc. in December 2009. This traffic study is included as Appendix 4.5 Traffic Impact Analysis

in the Draft EIR. This traffic study was prepared in consultation with the City of Los Angeles Department

of Transportation (LADOT) and was approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public

Works Traffic and Lighting Division (LACDPW). Traffic and circulation impacts were assessed discussed

and analyzed in Section 4.5, Traffic and Access, of the March 2010 Draft EIR. Additional analysis was

prepared for the July 2010 Recirculated Draft EIR for Section 4.5, Traffic and Access, based on the revised

project.

Several commenters raised concerns with the legitimacy of using trip credits in the analysis from the

existing church use on the project site and the overall trip generation numbers from the proposed project,

concerns related to use of the alley adjacent to the project site, and as well as the general traffic circulation

concerns. Several commenters assert that the traffic impact analysis is flawed and requires revision and

recirculation of the Draft EIR. The following information is derived from the traffic study and Section 4.5,

Traffic and Access, which assessed the larger 216 residential unit version of the proposed project.

The trip credits utilized for the analysis in the traffic study are included in Table 4, Estimated Project Trip

Generation, and Table 4.5-6, Project Vehicle Trip Generation, of the Draft EIR. The estimated trip credit

for the church is 355 daily trips of which 22 trips occurred in AM peak hour and 21 trips occurred in the

PM peak hour. These trip credit estimates were based on trip generation rates for a church use per ITE

Trip Generation, 8th Edition, Informational Report. The trip credits and methodology used for

implementation in the study were also approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of

Transportation (LADOT) and the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Traffic and

Lighting Division staff members.

Trip Credits

The proper environmental baseline for evaluating environmental impacts under CEQA is the existing

condition on the project site at the time CEQA analysis is commenced. CEQA establishes the

environmental baseline as:

“the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of

preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is

commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally

constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is

significant.” [emphasis added]
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When the Notice of Preparation was published, the Church leased parking spaces to Chiat Day and

others on the project site. The trips generated by Chiat Day and others using the project site for daily

parking was greater than the trip generation of the previous church use. Although the number of trips

generated by Chiat Day and others was greater, the traffic consultant, LADOT and LACDPW, agreed to

conservatively only account for the trip credit from a church use using the ITE trip generation data as

discussed above.

Several commenters expressed concern that the proposed project would increase the number of vehicles

utilizing the existing alley to the south of the project site and would create a significant impact. The traffic

study prepared by RAJU Associates, Inc determined that the east-west alley between the project site and

the apartment buildings on Jefferson Boulevard currently carries approximately 1,060 daily trips of which

930 trips (87.5%) travel in the eastbound direction.

The alley system around the site currently provides a connection between Grosvenor Boulevard and

Centinela Avenue via Juniette Street. Typically, alleys are designed to provide local access, as a

separation between residential and commercial uses and for trash pick-up, deliveries etc. The current

east-west alley does not provide any access to any of the properties that are adjacent to it and therefore, is

functioning only as an alternate route to get to Jefferson Boulevard eastbound and Centinela Avenue

northbound from Grosvenor Boulevard via Juniette Street. Traffic along this alley is highly directional –

87.5 percent of the daily traffic on the alley is traveling eastbound. This phenomenon can be explained by

the following: Traffic from Grosvenor Boulevard traveling to Jefferson Boulevard eastbound has to cut

across several lanes of fast-moving westbound Jefferson Boulevard traffic to merge with fast-moving

eastbound Jefferson Boulevard traffic. In order to negotiate these movements and accomplish that, the

Grosvenor Boulevard traffic would have to find “simultaneous acceptable gaps” in fast-moving Jefferson

Boulevard traffic. Due to the difficulty in achieving this, Grosvenor Boulevard office traffic is currently

using an alternate route through the east-west alley and the north-south alley to access the Juniette Street

and Centinela Avenue intersection, where it can turn right or left to access Centinela southbound (to

Jefferson eastbound) or Centinela northbound, respectively. Currently, this is possible given that the

turns at Juniette and Centinela intersection are able to find “acceptable gaps” (also facilitated by the

“KEEP CLEAR” and “DO NOT BLOCK INTERSECTION” signage at the intersection) along Centinela

Boulevard. As traffic increases along Centinela Boulevard with build out of the Playa Vista First Phase

Project, these gaps would also become difficult to find. The inbound Grosvenor Boulevard traffic is able

to make the right-turns at Grosvenor and Jefferson intersection without constraint and therefore, this

traffic is not using the alley system but rather utilizing the regional transportation system (Jefferson

Boulevard) to Grosvenor Boulevard. Hence, the traffic in the westbound direction of the alley is only

12 percent of the total daily two-way count at the alley.
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Vehicular access to and from the proposed parking structure would be provided via an entrance

accessible from a proposed new private driveway and fire lane located along the northern property

boundary. In addition, a southern access point from the parking structure would be to the existing but

widened alleyway. Vehicles would access the entrance along the northern driveway from Grosvenor

Boulevard. Vehicles would use the exit along the southern alleyway to reach Grosvenor Boulevard.

With the proposed project, the intersection of Grosvenor and Jefferson Boulevard would be signalized

and the proposed project and existing traffic along Grosvenor would be able to utilize the same to travel

to the regional transportation system in a regulated and orderly manner. The provision of this signal

would direct and send traffic to the appropriately controlled regional intersections rather than find the

alternate route along the alley system to a different unsignalized intersection. The traffic volumes along

the alley would likely be dramatically lower than the current traffic due to the provision of this signal at

Grosvenor Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard and the roadway system would operate in a balanced

manner. This alley cut-through traffic would decrease with the provision of the signal.

Impacts Summary

Table 4, Estimated Project Trip Generation of the traffic study indicates that the proposed project would

produce a net additional 1,078 daily trips, of which 88 trips are estimated to occur during the AM peak

hour and 115 trips are estimated to occur in the PM peak hour.

The traffic analysis indicates that none of the analyzed intersections would be significantly impacted by

the proposed project with the exception of the intersection of Grosvenor Boulevard and Jefferson

Boulevard during the morning peak hour. Therefore, the project would result in a significant cumulative

impact prior to mitigation. A traffic signal at the intersection of Grosvenor Boulevard and Jefferson

Boulevard would fully mitigate the project-related impact at this location. With provision of a traffic

signal at the intersection of Grosvenor Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard, traffic in the project vicinity

would be better regulated and would flow better. The intersection at Grosvenor Boulevard and Jefferson

Boulevard would be operating at a LOS B in the future with the Project.

Additionally, a traffic signal at this location would allow for safe left turns in and out of Grosvenor

Boulevard and provide a safer pedestrian connection to destinations within Playa Vista located south of

the project site.
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Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height

The purpose of this topical response is to address project design features, the number of proposed

structures, the height of proposed structures, and the description of existing off site uses adjacent to the

project site.

The proposed project described in the Recirculated Draft EIR is a request to develop the project site with

196 apartments in one primary building with a maximum height of four stories (49 feet; 51 feet at the

stairwell towers) and three two-story buildings (22 feet) at the northwest property boundary. The

proposed project includes a 329-space parking structure with a maximum height of four stories

(approximately 35 feet) in addition to 20 private garage spaces and four surface parking spaces opposite

the leasing office along the northwest property boundary. The existing church, parking lot, and one

single-family residence will be removed as a part of the proposed project. Vehicular egress only will be

provided by an existing alley south of the project site, and vehicular ingress and egress will be provided

by a new private driveway and fire lane along the northern part of the site.

The proposed project consists of one, primary, maximum four-story apartment building and five one-

bedroom carriage units in three structures, collectively containing a total of 196 apartment units. The

apartment building is designed to be organized on three sides (to the north, east and west) around a four-

story-deck (approximately 35-feet high) aboveground parking structure and incorporates open courtyard

areas. Emphasis has been placed on a building design that provides a graduated-height transition along

the northern and southern site perimeters. Building height is limited to two stories (28 feet) along the

northerly edge of the structure (in proximity to the single-family residences located northerly of the site),

and increases to a maximum of four stories (approximately 49 feet) as the building transitions from north

to south across the site toward the existing apartment complex that is sited adjacent to the subject

property to the south. The four-story portion of the apartment building are along the western and eastern

perimeters and adjacent to the parking structure. A total of 353 parking spaces (329 spaces in a parking

garage, 20 parking spaces in private garages, and 4 on-grade parking spaces opposite the leasing office)

would be provided as a part of the proposed project. The 329-space parking garage would have a

maximum height of 35 feet and is proposed to be sealed on all sides and mechanically ventilated to

reduce noise and vehicle emissions along the southern alley. The sealed parking garage will be designed

with facades that resemble a multi-family residential structure so that it does not appear to be a parking

garage. By sealing the proposed parking garage, providing an internal ventilation system, and adding

architectural façades to the exterior, the air quality, noise, and aesthetics impacts are further reduced

through project design features to a level of insignificance. The number of parking spaces is not consistent

with current County Code requirements (a total of 394 spaces are required by County Code for

apartments) and a parking deviation for less than the required parking is being requested by the project
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applicant as a part of the project approval. The proposed project would also include four courtyards, an

outdoor pool in courtyard one, a leasing office, a fitness center, and rest rooms. The existing (25-foot-

wide) alleyway that occurs along the southern perimeter of the site would be widened to 28 feet. All

interior spaces would be air conditioned.

The proposed project will require a yard modification for a proposed 8-foot-tall concrete block wall along

the north property line, which will serve as a visual and noise buffer for the single family residences site

northerly of the project site.

The proposed buildings would cover approximately 50 percent of the site while the parking structure

would cover about 15 percent of the site. The courtyards, fire lanes and other vehicle and pedestrian

circulation routes and exterior landscaping associated with the building would cover the remaining

35 percent of the project site.

The existing Club Marina apartment complex located directly across the southern alley to the south of the

project site is approximately 49 feet tall from grade on Jefferson Boulevard and approximately 37 feet tall

from grade directly adjacent to the alley. The proposed project will increase the width of the existing alley

from 25 feet to 28 feet to create more distance between the proposed parking garage and existing Club

Marina apartment complex. Further, the proposed parking garage will have a maximum height of 35 feet,

which is 2 feet lower than the height of the existing Club Marina apartment complex that is across the

existing alley adjacent to the project site on the southern boundary.
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3.4 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

Comment Letter No. 1

Joseph B. Young, Civil Engineer
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Road Maintenance District 3
5530 West 83rd Street
Los Angeles, California 90045
E-mail Dated March 29, 2010

Comment 1.1

This comment states that the Los Angeles Department of Public Works has concerns regarding the

proposed project. The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy or

content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required. The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to

the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.

Comment 1.2

This comment requests that the project applicant be required for reconstructing both Grosvenor

Boulevard and Juniette Street to accommodate increases in vehicular traffic from the proposed project.

The proposed project’s traffic would not impact the existing traffic and circulation in the vicinity of the

site. With provision of a traffic signal at the intersection of Grosvenor Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard,

traffic in the project vicinity would be better regulated and would flow better and the proposed project

would not cause any significant impacts at any of the locations analyzed in the traffic study (please see

Tables 5 and 6 in the Traffic Study for additional information). The intersection at Grosvenor Boulevard

and Jefferson Boulevard would be operating at a LOS B in the future with the Project. The commenter

presents no substantial evidence that increased traffic from the proposed Project would damage

Grosvenor Boulevard and Juniette Street and would require reconstruction. Nevertheless, after discussion

with the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, the applicant has agreed to contribute a

fair-share amount of funds to resurface these two streets.

Comment 1.3

This comment requests that the project applicant install commercial style driveway aprons at all

driveway approach areas on the project site from local streets to minimize concrete failures due to

increased traffic. The commenter presents no substantial evidence that increased traffic from the

proposed residential project would require thicker commercial style driveway aprons. Nevertheless, the

applicant agrees to construct commercial style driveway aprons.
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Comment 1.4

The comment recommends that any street trees planted in the County public parkway needs to be

reviewed by the Road Maintenance Division of the Department of Public Works. The proposed project

shall include a final landscape plan. That landscape plan shall be submitted to County of Los Angeles

Department of Public Works Road Maintenance District 3 staff for review and approval.

Comment 1.5

This commenter requests that trees planted need to be planted per County Standard Plans for Public

Works construction. Any trees planted as a part of the proposed project shall be planted per County

Standard Plans for Public Works Construction 518-2, 519-2, and 520-3.
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Comment Letter No. 2

Terri Maguire, Chief Deputy County Librarian
County of Los Angeles Public Library
7400 East Imperial Highway
Downey, California 90242
Letter Dated April 13, 2010

Comment 2.1

The comment provides a general introduction to the letter. This comment will be forwarded to the

decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not

directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 2.2

This comment requests an editorial change to the text of the Draft EIR. This requested revision has been

noted. The word “branch” is deleted on Page 5.0-10 of the Draft EIR in the last sentence of the first

paragraph under “Libraries”. That sentence now reads “Current services provided by the Culver City

Julian Dixon Library are considered adequate.”

Comment 2.3

This comment requests an editorial change to the text of the Draft EIR. This requested revision has been

noted. The word “that” has been inserted to the following sentence on page 5.0-11 of the Draft EIR and

revised as requested: “The actual fee obligation for this project may be higher because the fee per

residential unit will be that in effect at the time building permits are issued.”

Comment 2.4

This comment states that the availability of capacity at Culver City Julian Dixon Library may change in

the future because of cumulative impacts of other (future) development projects, and any required

changes to the County Library’s service level guidelines. The Draft EIR adequately analyzed the demand

on existing library facilities from the proposed project. Based on the County’s current services level

guidelines for library planning purposes of 2.75 items (books, magazines, periodicals, etc.) and

0.50 square foot of library facilities per capital, demands on library services and facilities from the

project’s anticipated increase in residents could currently accommodate the Project’s new residents in

terms of facility space and library materials. This comment is noted and has been forwarded to the

decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.
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Comment 2.5

This comment states that the Culver City Julian Dixon Library does not currently meet the County

Library’s service level guideline for public access computers of 1.0 per 1,000 people served. The proposed

project would be required to pay County adopted library facilities mitigation fees, which could assist in

meeting the County Library’s service level guideline for public access computers.

Comment 2.6

This comment provides contact information for the County Library. The comment is not directed at the

adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further

response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 3

Charles D. Herbertson, Public Works Director/City Engineer
9770 Culver Boulevard, Second Floor
Culver City, California 90232
Letter Dated April 22, 2010

Comment 3.1

This comment describes the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of

the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 3.2

This comment requests an editorial change to the text of the traffic impact study prepared for the

proposed project by Raju Associates that was included in the appendices of the public Draft EIR. This

requested revision has been noted and that the intersections numbered 4, 13 and 14 are within the

jurisdiction of Culver City. The proposed text changes do not change the adequacy or conclusions of the

traffic study and Draft EIR. No further comment is necessary.

Comment 3.3

This comment affirms that the City of Culver City agrees with the findings of the Draft EIR that the

proposed project should not have a significant traffic impact on any intersections located within the City

of Culver City. No further response is required.

Comment 3.4

This comment requests an editorial change to the text of the traffic impact study prepared for the

proposed project by RAJU Associates that was included in the appendices of the public Draft EIR. This

requested revision has been noted that Figure 6 should be labeled “Related Projects Only Peak Hour

Traffic Volumes.”
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Comment Letter No. 4

Bill Rosendahl, Councilmember, 11th District
City of Los Angeles
City Hall
200 North Spring Street, Room 415
Los Angeles, California 90012
Letter Dated April 27, 2010

Comment 4.1

This comment expresses general concern about the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the

adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further

response is required.

Comment 4.2

This comment describes concerns raised by constituents of Councilmember Rosendahl’s district located in

the City of Los Angeles, adjacent to the project site. The letter suggests that the proposed project could

potentially impact the neighborhood’s quality of life in regards to increased density and height, increased

traffic congestion, noise and air quality from the above-grade parking structure, and compatibility and

scale of the above-grade parking structure with the adjacent community.

The commenter is directed to Topical Response 1: Density and Land Use Compatibility for a detailed

response regarding proposed density, scale and compatibility of the project with the surrounding

neighborhood. The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project is compatible with the density, scale,

and land uses in the immediate and surrounding area. The commenter does not provide facts, reasonable

assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of that the conclusions in the

Draft EIR are not adequate.

The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would create a less than significant impact with

regarding to traffic and access after the provision of a traffic signal at Jefferson and Grosvenor. Please

refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for a complete summary of the project’s traffic and access

analysis.

Section 4.3, Noise, of the Draft EIR analyzed potential noise impact of the garage and access. The existing

alley that runs along the southern boundary of the project site would be widened from 25 to 28 feet and

provide access to the proposed parking structure within the southern portion of the project site.

Immediately south of the alley are multi-family residences. The residential units within the adjacent

multi-family residential buildings are elevated approximately 10 feet above on-site parking garages.

Vehicles traveling along the alleyway are generally not expected to exceed a speed of 15 miles per hour
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(mph) based on the length and width of the alley and because vehicles would slow to access the parking

structure. As discussed in Section 4.5, Traffic and Access, of the draft EIR, the proposed project would

result in 1,078 daily vehicle trips. As described above, the noise associated with all project-generated trips

along a 28-foot-wide roadway at a distance of 8 feet would be 57.4 dB(A) CNEL. As shown in Table 4.3-4

of the Draft EIR, the existing noise levels within the southern portion of the project site currently exceed

57.4 dB(A) CNEL and the County of Los Angeles standard. Noise levels at the existing multi-family

residences would be very similar to those on the project site because stationary and mobile noise sources

are the same for both. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a substantial permanent

increase in ambient noise at the adjacent multi-family residences. Impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed parking garage would be enclosed with mechanical ventilation to reduce noise and vehicle

emissions along the southern alley. Multi-family residences located adjacent to the south of the project

site would be approximately 37 feet south of the parking structure after project construction. Since the

enclosed structure would act as a barrier, most noise generated by vehicles traveling within the parking

structure such as tires squealing, car alarms sounding, car stereos and horns honking would be

attenuated by the enclosed structure. These sources of noise may be barely audible at the northernmost

residential units within the adjacent multi-family complexes and may result in temporary annoyances.

However, this noise would be temporary and periodic and occur most intensely during the AM and PM

peak periods when project residents are leaving or returning from work. Further, the proposed parking

structure is not anticipated to introduce a substantial permanent noise source that would exceed defined

County Standards in the ambient noise level. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Construction and operational air quality impacts anticipated to result from the proposed project were

assessed in Section 4.4, Air Quality of the Draft EIR. On page 4.4-65 of the Draft EIR, it is stated that

“VOC [Volatile Organic Compounds] emissions would exceed SCAQMD’s [South Coast Air Quality

Management District’s] threshold of significance during 2012; therefore, construction of the proposed

project would have a significant impact on air quality.” The Draft EIR also analyzed air quality impacts

from operation of the proposed project and concludes this impact would be less than significant after

implementation of mitigation measures.

For a complete discussion, project and cumulative level construction and operational impact analyses

were analyzed in the Draft EIR for traffic and access (Section 4.5), visual resources (Section 4.6), air

quality (Section 4.4) and noise (Section 4.3). Impacts and mitigation measures were described for each of

these environmental topics in regards to construction and operation of the project.
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Comment 4.3

This commenter states opposition to the request general plan amendment and zone change and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.

The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 5

Scott Morgan, Acting Director
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
1400 10th Street
PO Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812
Letter Dated May 4, 2010

Comment 5.1

This comment acknowledges receipt of the public Draft EIR, advises that no state agencies submitted

comments on the Draft EIR, and that the Draft EIR complies with the State Clearinghouse review

requirements. No further response is required.

Comment 5.2

This comment provides contact information for the State Clearinghouse. The comment is not directed at

the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no

further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 6

Susan F. Chapman. Program Manager
Long Range Planning
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, California 90012
Letter Dated May 4, 2010

Comment 6.1

This comment states Metro received the Draft EIR and describes the general nature of the letter and will

be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy or content of the Draft

EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 6.2

The commenter states that several transit corridors could be impacted by construction of the proposed

project and requests that prior to project construction, the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events

Coordinator and LADOT should be contacted in order to be provided project construction information.

The commenter provides no substantial evidence that construction of the proposed project would impact

public transit service. The Draft EIR analyzed construction traffic impacts and concluded that the

proposed project would not adversely reduce the operating efficiency on adjacent streets during project

construction. Please refer to Draft EIR Section for 4.5.4.3.2 for additional detail.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is

required.

Comment 6.3

The comment states the Metro looks forward to reviewing the Final EIR and provides contact information

for questions regarding contents the letter. This Final EIR will be provided to the Metropolitan

Transportation Authority for their review. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter No. 7

Leonard and Valerie Brownrigg
4220 Neosho Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90066

Comment 7.1

These commenters live approximately 2 miles from the project site and express general concerns about

development projects in the area. No additional response is necessary.

Comment 7.2

The comment states that development projects in general are built without regard to traffic. The Draft EIR

fully analyzed the traffic and access impacts of the proposed project. A detailed traffic study for the

original 216-unit project design was prepared by Raju Associates, Inc., in December 2009. A complete

copy of this traffic report is included in Appendix 4.5 of the Draft EIR. The traffic report has been

reviewed and approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (reference approval

letter incorporated as part of Appendix 4.5). No analyzed intersection would be significantly impacted by

the proposed project with the exception of the intersection of Grosvenor Boulevard and Jefferson

Boulevard during the morning peak hour. However, this significant impact is mitigated to a level of

insignificance by installing a traffic signal, including the provision of an Automated Traffic Surveillance

and Control (ATSAC) System and Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS), at the intersection of

Grosvenor Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard. For a detailed response in regards to the general concern

about traffic related to the proposed project, please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access and

Draft EIR Section 4.5, Traffic and Access.

Comment 7.3

The comment states that development projects in general are built without regard to aesthetics.

Aesthetics, light, and glare were all assessed in detail in the originally circulated public Draft EIR in

Section 4.6, Visual Resources and again in the Recirculated Draft EIR. Project and site-specific visual

simulations and renderings were prepared for aesthetics impact analysis. Additionally, project and

site-specific shade and shadow simulations were prepared to assess the potential impacts to occur as a

result of development of the proposed project. No shadows would be cast on the existing apartment

buildings along Jefferson Boulevard because the structures included in the proposed project would be to

the north of the existing structures. This analysis is found subsection 4.6.4.4, Project Analysis

(Shade/Shadow). Please also refer to Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height. In addition, the

Draft EIR concluded that the existing character of the site is not one of high visual quality and the project

would not degrade this existing visual character of the site. The project utilizes an architectural design
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that would provide a height transition between adjacent properties, and would have professionally

designed architectural features and landscaping that are aesthetically pleasing.

Comment 7.4

The comment expresses opinion regarding the lack of concern and consequences of recent development

in the area. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their

deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 7.5

The comment expresses further opinion and position on the proposed project but does not state a specific

concern regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further comment is necessary.
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Comment Letter Nos. 8-35

Please see the list of commenters and comment letters above for the list of individuals that signed the

form letter. Each form letter was identical so the responses below are for all comments contained in the

form letter (Comment Letter 8 through 35).

Comment 8.1

This comment states opposition to the proposed project and believes increased noise, diminished air

quality, dangerous traffic and access, and incompatible aesthetics will impact quality of life for area

residents. Project and cumulative level construction and operational impacts were analyzed in the Draft

EIR for traffic and access (Section 4.5), visual resources (Section 4.6), air quality (Section 4.4) and noise

(Section 4.3).

For a detailed response in regards to density and land use compatibility, please refer to Topical Response

1: Density and Land Use Compatibility.

For a detailed response in regards to the general concern about traffic related to the proposed project,

please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access.

Aesthetics, light, and glare were all assessed in detail in the originally circulated public Draft EIR in

Section 4.6, Visual Resources, and again in the Recirculated Draft EIR. Project and site-specific visual

simulations and renderings were prepared for aesthetics impact analysis. Additionally, project and

site-specific shade and shadow simulations were prepared to assess the potential impacts to occur as a

result of development of the proposed project. No shadows would be cast on the existing apartment

buildings along Jefferson Boulevard because the structures included in the proposed project would be to

the north of the existing structures. This analysis is found subsection 4.6.4.4, Project Analysis

(Shade/Shadow). Also, please refer to Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height.

Construction and operational air quality impacts anticipated to result from the proposed project were

assessed in Section 4.4 Air Quality of the Draft EIR. On page 4.4-65 of the Draft EIR, it is stated that “VOC

[Volatile Organic Compounds] emissions would exceed SCAQMD’s [South Coast Air Quality

Management District’s] threshold of significance during 2012; therefore, construction of the proposed

project would have a significant impact on air quality.” The Draft EIR also analyzed air quality impacts

from operation of the proposed project and concludes this impact would be less than significant after

implementation of mitigation measures.
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Comment 8.2

The comment describes the proposed zone change and General Plan Amendment and states the requests

are discordant with the existing neighborhood. For a detailed response in regards to density and land use

compatibility, please refer to Topical Response 1: Density and Land Use Compatibility. Also, please

refer to Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height. In sum, the Draft EIR shows that the three

multi-family residential buildings to the south of the project site have a combined total of 154 units on

1.55 acres, which is a density of approximately 99 units per acre. The proposed project would have two

ranks of density as indicated here in a modified Figure 4.1-2, Surrounding Residential Density: 177 units

on 3.0 acres on the southern portion of the project site, or 59.0 units per acre, and 19 units on 1.3 acres on

the northern portion of the project site, or 14.6 units per acre. The blended site-wide density of the

proposed project design is 46.6 units per acre, almost half of the density of the existing multi-family

residential uses located directly south of the project site boundaries in the City of Los Angeles. The Draft

EIR concluded that the proposed density would be consistent with the density of similar developments in

the neighborhood.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 8.3

The comment states that the density limits in the General Plan are intended to mitigate the aesthetic and

harmful effects of mismatched developments being located adjacent to one another and that the proposed

project conflicts with the intended density of the General Plan land use designation for the project site.

Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR assessed the potential impacts of the proposed

project in regards to adopted planning regulations and found the proposed project would not result in a

project or cumulative level significant impact.

For a detailed response in regards to density and land use compatibility, please refer to Topical Response

1: Density and Land Use Compatibility.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 8.4

This comment notes that a project was proposed in 2008 at the same location with the same height and

density and was opposed by several groups. The commenter does not cite a specific concern regarding
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the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no

further response is required. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration

during their deliberations on the proposed project.

Comment 8.5

This comment requests that the proposed project be constructed as allowed under the current General

Plan land use designation for the project site. The basic purpose of CEQA and the Draft EIR is to inform

decision makers and the public about the potential, significant environmental impacts of the proposed

project and identify ways the environmental impacts may be avoided or reduced. The EIR does not serve

as a decision-making document.

The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required. This comment will be forwarded to the

decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.

3.0-64



Millenium Playa del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
October 2010

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1052.001

Letter No. 36

1

3.0-65



3.0 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Impact Sciences, Inc. Millennium-Playa Del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
1052.001 October 2010

Comment Letter No. 36

Matthew Murray
12426 Beatrice Street
Los Angeles, California 90066
Letter Dated April 21, 2010

Comment 36.1

This letter expresses support of the proposed project.

This comment letter will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations

on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR.

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 37

Susan and David Boyer
Alan and Debby Berg
Owners of 12435 West Jefferson Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90066
Letter Undated

Comment 37.1

This comment expresses general concern about the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the

adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further

response is required. The comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during

their deliberations on the proposed project.

Comment 37.2

The comment states the proposed project is out of character with the surrounding neighborhood. For a

detailed response in regards to density and land use compatibility, please refer to Topical Response 1:

Density and Land Use Compatibility.

Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, of the public Draft EIR assessed the potential impacts of the

proposed project in regards to adopted planning regulations and found the proposed project would not

result in a project or cumulative level significant and unavoidable impact.

Comment 37.3

The comment states opposition to the proposed size, density, and design because of the project’s

environmental impacts. The commenter provides no substantial evidence that the project’s proposed

density, size and design would cause a significant and unavoidable impact. Please see response to

Comment 37.2 above.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 37.4

The comment states the project is over 20 feet taller than the three existing apartment buildings on

Jefferson Boulevard to the south. The existing Club Marina apartment complex located directly across the

southern alley to the south of the project site is approximately 49 feet tall from grade on Jefferson

Boulevard and approximately 37 feet tall from grade directly adjacent to the alley. The proposed project

will increase the width of the existing alley from 25 feet to 28 feet to create more distance between the
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proposed parking garage and existing Club Marina apartment complex. Further, the height proposed of

the parking garage was reduced to a maximum height of 35 feet, which is 2 feet lower than the height of

the existing Club Marina apartment complex that is across the existing alley adjacent to the project site on

the southern boundary.

For additional information in regards to this comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Project

Design and Height.

Comment 37.5

The comment states the subjective opinion of an anonymous architect regarding the project’s design. The

commenter does not state a concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

For additional information in regards to this comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Project

Design and Height. No further response is necessary.

Comment 37.6

The comment describes the proximity of their property to the proposed garage.

For additional information in regards to this comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Project

Design and Height. No further response is necessary.

Comment 37.7

The comment states the project is out of character with the three apartment buildings to the south since it

is 20 feet taller. See response to Comment 37.4 for a detailed response in regards to density and land use

compatibility, please refer to Topical Response 1: Density and Land Use Compatibility.

Comment 37.8

The comment states that the existing buildings on Jefferson Boulevard do not use the alley and that the

project will use the alley for moving vans, garage trucks and resident access. Please refer to Topical

Response 2: Traffic and Access for detailed analysis on existing and future alley conditions.

While some service vehicles such as trash collection trucks may utilize the alley, the purpose for which an

alley is designed, moving vans will not use the alley for deliveries because the northern access drive is

designed for such activities, including a designated space for moving vans. The alley would be used only

for egress by the apartment complex residents. The Draft EIR concluded that the traffic volumes along the

alley would be dramatically lower than the current traffic due to the provision of as signal at Grosvenor

Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard.
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Comment 37.9

The comment states the project is out of scale for the area and will burden the alley. For a detailed

response in regards to density and land use compatibility, please refer to Topical Response 1: Density

and Land Use Compatibility.

Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, of the public Draft EIR assessed the potential impacts of the

proposed project in regards to adopted planning regulations and found the proposed project would not

result in a project or cumulative level significant and unavoidable impact.

For a discussion of traffic and access, please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access.

Comment 37.10

The comment states design is flawed because of the proposed density and because they will face directly

at the open parking garage. The garage design has been substantially revised. The 329-space parking

garage would have a maximum height of 35 feet and is proposed to be sealed on all sides and

mechanically ventilated to reduce noise and vehicle emissions along the southern alley. The sealed

parking garage will be designed with facades that resemble a multi-family residential structure so that it

does not appear to be a parking garage. By sealing the proposed parking garage, providing an internal

ventilation system, and adding architectural facades to the exterior, the potential for air quality, noise,

and aesthetics impacts are avoided through project design features. Please refer to Topical Response 3:

Project Design and Height.

Comment 37.11

The comment asserts that the proposed density and garage design will cause lack of light, views, air, and

increased noise and emissions will be hazardous to their tenant’s health and make future leasing of the

apartments impossible.

The parking garage would have a maximum height of 35 feet and is proposed to be sealed on all sides

and mechanically ventilated to reduce noise and vehicle emissions along the southern alley. The sealed

parking garage will be designed with façades that resemble a multi-family residential structure so that it

does not appear to be a parking garage. Although the Draft EIR concluded the garage would not create a

significant impact, by sealing the proposed parking garage, providing an internal ventilation system, and

adding architectural facades to the exterior, air quality, noise, and aesthetics impacts are further reduced

through project design features.

Please refer to Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height for additional information.
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Comment 37.12

The comment states it is unusual that a parking garage would be located 28 feet from another apartment

building. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their

deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 37.13

The commenter claims there will be traffic and noise impacts on the alley and air pollution, loss of light,

car alarms, and noise from moving vans and garbage trucks will affect their tenants. Please refer to

response to Comment 37.11.

Comment 37.14

The commenter states there may be a significant noise impact from construction. The potential for noise

impacts during project construction were assessed in Section 4.3 Noise of the Draft EIR. For Threshold 2:

result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise

levels, the Draft EIR found the proposed project may result in a potentially significant impact. The

following mitigation measure was included in the Draft EIR to reduce this potentially significant impact

to less than significant levels: “driven pile driving shall be prohibited. The proposed structure shall be

supported on auger pressure grouted displacement (APGD) piles only to help minimize the disrupting

effects of noise and vibration normally associated with driven piles.” However, the Draft EIR concluded

that noise levels for demolition, grading, and excavation would be audible and substantially above the

permitted daytime standards of 75 and 80 dB(A) for single- and multi-family residential land uses and

schools, as established in the County Noise Ordinance. Construction activities are expected to result in

intermittent daytime exceedances of the County noise guidelines for short periods. As sensitive receptors

are located adjacent to and in the vicinity of the project site, this intermittent increase in noise would

result in a significant impact and would most substantially impact those homes located north of the

project site. Mitigation measures suggested by the County will reduce construction noise, but not to levels

below County significance thresholds, which will result in a short-term, significant and unavoidable

noise impact.

Please refer to page 4.3-17 of the Draft EIR for this noise impact analysis and mitigation measure.

Comment 37.15

The commenter states that the Draft EIR did not adequately address potential air quality impacts from

construction of the project. Construction and operational air quality impacts anticipated to result from the

proposed project were assessed in Section 4.4 Air Quality of the Draft EIR. On page 4.4-65 of the Draft

EIR, it is stated that “VOC [Volatile Organic Compounds] emissions would exceed SCAQMD’s [South
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Coast Air Quality Management District’s] threshold of significance during 2012; therefore, construction of

the proposed project would have a significant impact on air quality.” The Draft EIR also analyzed air

quality impacts from operation of the proposed project and concludes this impact would be less than

significant after implementation of mitigation measures.

Comment 37.16

The commenter invites the Planning Commission to view the project site from their apartment units. This

comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the

proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 38

Wayne Avrashow
16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 920
Encino, California 91436
Letter dated April 28, 2010

Comment 38.1

This comment states they represent the Club Marina Apartments adjacent to the south of the project site.

No further response is required.

Comment 38.2

The comment provides location and height of the Club Marina Apartments. The existing Club Marina

apartment complex located directly across the southern alley to the south of the project site is

approximately 49 feet tall from grade on Jefferson Boulevard and approximately 37 feet tall from grade

directly adjacent to the alley.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required

Comment 38.3

The comment describes the proposed project and that the project does not conform to the land uses

adjacent to the project site. For detailed analysis of land use compatibility, please refer to Topical

Response 1: Density and Land Use Compatibility.

Comment 38.4

These comments states that Club Marina residents will be impacted by the project’s adjacent garage, by

the number of vehicle trips generated by the project that would use the existing alley and that project

proposes too much density for the site. In response to the issues raised in this comment regarding project

description, land use and density, please refer to Topical Response 1: Density and Land Use

Compatibility.

In response to issues raised in this comment regarding traffic and access, please refer to Topical

Response 2: Traffic and Access. Please refer to Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height,

regarding the garage design.
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Comment 38.5

The commenter claims that the Draft EIR failed to consider noise, light, shadow, and air quality impacts

that occur from the mass and height of the garage and the proposed access. The commenter provides no

substantial evidence that the garage height and mass and proposed access would create significant noise,

light, shadow, or air quality impacts.

To the contrary, the Draft EIR extensively analyzed construction and operation of the proposed project in

regards to noise, aesthetics, light and glare, shade and shadow, and air quality.

Section 4.3, Noise of the Draft EIR analyzed potential noise impacts of the project, which includes the

garage, and access. Noise level monitoring was conducted by Impact Sciences, Inc. using a Larson Davis

820 Type 2 Sound Level Meter, a meter, which satisfies the American National Standards Institute (ANSI)

for general environmental noise measurement instrumentation. The nearest noise sensitive receptors

identified in the Draft EIR consist of single-family residences located directly north of the site,

multi-family residential apartment south of the site and three single-family residences on Juniette Street

next to the property’s southeast corner. The Draft EIR concludes that the greatest potential increase in

noise is from the increase in vehicle trips generated by the proposed project. Table 4.3-7 of the Draft EIR,

Operational Noise On-Site Impacts, shows that the project would contribute traffic volumes that would

increase noise levels from 0.0 dB(A) to 0.7 dB(A) along studied roadways segments. This increase is not

generally perceptible to most individuals and the operational noise levels are close to the applied

standard (see Table 4.3-4). Therefore, impacts are not considered significant given County noise

assessment methodologies and current assessment standards.

The Draft EIR also concluded that noise generated by vehicles traveling on the alleyways along the

northern and southern boundaries of the project site could result in a substantial permanent increase in

ambient noise levels at the adjacent single- and multi-family residences, respectively.

Access to the proposed leasing office and associated surface parking lot would be provided by a 28-foot

alley along the northern boundary of the project site. An 8-foot-tall block wall is proposed along the

property line to the north of the access alley. Immediately north of the proposed block wall are single-

family residences. Vehicles traveling along the alleyway are generally not expected to exceed a speed of

15 miles per hour (mph) based on the length and width of the alley and because vehicles would slow to

access the small surface parking lot near the leasing office. The proposed project analyzed in the Draft

EIR would result in 1,078 daily vehicle trips. The number of vehicles traveling along the northern project

site boundary would represent a fraction of the overall project-generated trips because the alley would

generally be used to access to the leasing office and primary access to the project site would be provided

via the access alleyway proposed along the southern boundary of the project site. Therefore, vehicles
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traveling along the northern alley are not expected to result in a substantial permanent noise source. It is

useful to consider the volume of noise which could be generated by all 1,078 project-generated trips

traveling along a similar roadway at 15 mph. Model inputs included a roadway width of 28 feet, speed of

15 mph and a distance of 8 feet to the receptor, or the adjacent single-family residences. The proposed

8-foot-tall block wall was not included in the model input. Model results indicate that a noise level of 57.4

dB(A) CNEL could be expected at the adjacent residential land use if all 1,078 project-generated trips

were to travel along the alley. As stated previously, solid walls may reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dB(A).

When considering the proposed 8-foot block wall, the noise level would range from 47.4 to 52.4 dB(A)

CNEL. As noise generated by vehicles would be lower than this range, the proposed project would not

result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise at the adjacent single-family residences.

Impacts would be less than significant.

The existing alley that runs along the southern boundary of the project site would be widened from 25 to

28 feet and provide access to the proposed parking structure within the southern portion of the project

site. Immediately south of the alley are multi-family residences. The residential units within the adjacent

multi-family residential buildings are elevated approximately 10 feet above on-site parking garages.

Vehicles traveling along the alleyway are generally not expected to exceed a speed of 15 miles per hour

(mph) based on the length and width of the alley and because vehicles would slow to access the parking

structure. As discussed in Section 4.5, Traffic and Access, of this draft EIR, the proposed project would

result in 1,078 daily vehicle trips. As described above, the noise associated with all project-generated trips

along a 28-foot-wide roadway at a distance of 8 feet would be 57.4 dB(A) CNEL. As shown in Table 4.3-4,

the existing noise levels within the southern portion of the project site currently exceed 57.4 dB(A) CNEL

and the County of Los Angeles standard. Noise levels at the existing multi-family residences would be

very similar to those on the project site because stationary and mobile noise sources are the same for both.

Therefore, based on the above analysis, the proposed project would not result in a substantial permanent

increase in ambient noise at the adjacent multi-family residences. Impacts would be less than significant.

Noise generated within the proposed parking structure would include tires squealing, car alarms

sounding, car stereos and horns honking. These sources could result in a substantial permanent increase

in ambient noise levels at the adjacent single- and multi-family residences, respectively. An analysis of

potentially significant impacts is provided below. The parking structure as proposed in the Draft EIR

would be partially enclosed with rectangular openings around the perimeter of each level. Multi-family

residences located adjacent to the south of the project site would be approximately 37 feet south of the

parking structure after project construction. While the partially enclosed structure would act as a barrier,

noise generated by vehicles traveling within the parking structure such as tires squealing, car alarms

sounding, car stereos and horns honking would pass through the rectangular openings around the
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perimeter of the structure. These sources of noise may be audible at the northernmost residential units

within the adjacent multi-family complexes and may result in temporary annoyances. However, this

noise would be temporary and periodic and occur most intensely during the AM and PM peak periods

when project residents are leaving or returning from work. Further, the proposed parking structure is not

anticipated to introduce a substantial permanent noise source that would exceed defined County

Standards in the ambient noise level. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

In addition, the garage has been reduced to a maximum height of 35 feet to accommodate a reduced 329

parking spaces and is proposed to be sealed on all sides and mechanically ventilated to reduce noise and

vehicle emissions along the southern alley. The sealed parking garage will be designed with façades that

resemble a multi-family residential structure so that it does not appear to be a parking garage. By sealing

the proposed parking garage, providing an internal ventilation system, and adding architectural façades

to the exterior, air quality, noise, and aesthetics impacts are further reduced to a level of insignificance

through project design features. As with the garage designed and analyzed in the Draft EIR, the revised

garage would not create a significant impact.

Aesthetics, light, and glare were all assessed in details in the Draft EIR in Section 4.6, Visual Resources.

Project and site-specific visual simulations were prepared for impact analysis. Additionally, shade and

shadow simulations were prepared to assess the potential impacts to occur as a result of development of

the proposed project. No shadows would be cast on the apartment buildings along Jefferson Boulevard

because the proposed new building will be to the north of the existing structures. This analysis is found

subsection 4.6.4.4 Project Analysis (Shade/Shadow).

Construction and operational air quality impacts anticipated to result from the proposed project were

assessed in Section 4.4 Air Quality of the Draft EIR. On page 4.4-65 of the Draft EIR, it is stated that “VOC

[Volatile Organic Compounds] emissions would exceed SCAQMD’s [South Coast Air Quality

Management District’s] threshold of significance during 2012; therefore, construction of the proposed

project would have a significant impact on air quality.” Table 4.4-15, Estimated Unmitigated Operational

Emissions indicates that the project impacts will not exceed the established thresholds.

Comment 38.6

The commenter asserts the Draft EIR fails to provide sufficient analysis from the impacts described in

Comment 38.5 for noise, light, shadow, and air quality impacts that occur from the mass and height of

the garage and the proposed access. The commenter provides no substantial evidence to substantiate

these claims. To the contrary, the Draft EIR fully analyzed the project’s potential light, shadow, and air

quality impacts.
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Please refer to response to Comment 38.5 above for a complete discussion.

The only impact identified in the Draft EIR that could not be reduced to less than significant levels with

incorporation of mitigation is construction air quality impact related to SCAQMD thresholds. The Draft

EIR discloses this clearly on page 4.4-65.

Therefore, this comment is inaccurate and does warrant further response.

Comment 38.7

The commenter asserts the EIR is inadequate because it fails to identify feasible alternatives that could

avoid or substantially lessen the project’s significant environmental impacts. The commenter does not

provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of

the assertion that the project alternatives in the Draft EIR are not adequate. The Draft EIR did analyze

feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the project’s significant environmental.

Alternative 1: No Project, would eliminate the significant construction air quality and construction noise

impacts caused by the proposed project and the significant project and cumulative impacts on the solid

waste environment would be reduced but not eliminated as part of the No Project Alternative. would be

exceeded.

Alternative 2: Residential Buildout as Allowed Under General Plan would result in reductions in project

impact potential but would not substantially reduce the significant, construction-related noise and air

quality impacts that are associated with the proposed project.

Alternative 3: Three-Story Residential Development over One-Level of Ground Level Parking would

incrementally but not substantially reduce construction-related noise impacts, which would remain

significant. Primarily due to a reduction in vehicle trips and a reduction in the intensity of land uses

proposed as part of Alternative 3, operational noise would be incrementally reduced. Short-term air

quality impacts during construction under Alternative 3 would be reduced, but would not be

substantially reduced or avoided. Due to the reduced building intensity, impacts associated with the

traffic, sewer, solid waste and visual resources environment would be incrementally reduced, or be

nearly the same, but would not differ substantially with the proposed project.

Alternative 4: Private Open Space/Taller Building over Underground Parking would result in one new

unavoidable significant impact. The increased height of structures proposed as part of Alternative 4

would be substantially taller than other structures occurring in the project area and would stand out in

sharp contrast to the existing landscape. The structure proposed as part of Alternative 4 structure would

differ substantially from existing code requirements. Although the alternative would concentrate
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development in a small area and would provide some park space, this benefit is out weighed by impacts

associated with the additional grading requirement and a structure height that is out of character with the

surrounding area.

Comment 38.8

The commenter asserts that the traffic analysis is flawed based on a misleading amount of “net” vehicle

traffic because the Church trips occur mostly on weekends. Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic

and Access for a direct response of determination of existing trips on the project site. The traffic study

that assessed potential impacts of the proposed project was prepared in consultation with the City of Los

Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and was approved by the County of Los Angeles

Department of Public Works Traffic and Lighting Division (LACDPW). This consultation and approval

included substantive review and agreement with existing conditions, trip credit, trip generation, trip

distribution, future conditions, related projects, cumulative impacts, etc. assumptions used by RAJU

Associates, Inc to conduct the analysis.

Comment 38.9

The project objectives identified by the project applicant in the project description of the Draft EIR are

described by the commenter as “conclusionary and based upon non-relevant information.” The

commenter does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported

by facts in support of the assertion that the project objectives in the Draft EIR are not adequate. The

project objectives were identified by the project applicant and accepted by the County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning. California Administrative Code Title 14, State CEQA Guidelines Section

15124 Project Description states:

(b) A statement of objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement of
objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in
the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding
considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying
purpose of the project.

As described by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, adequate project objectives were are included in the

Draft EIR.

Comment 38.10

The commenter states the claim that the project’s objective to provide needed housing is refuted by “third

party expert studies” that do not find that there is a shortage of housing in Los Angeles County, or that

there is a need for multi-family residential housing in Los Angeles County. The commenter’s third party

expert studies are a regional housing forecast and newspaper article regarding falling rents for the entire
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Southern California region as evidence that there is not a need for multi-family housing within the

unincorporated area of Los Angeles County as identified in the County’s long range General Plan. The

primary purpose of the County’s General Plan Housing Element is the provision of decent, safe, sanitary,

and affordable housing for current and future residents of the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles

County. Although the studies cited by the commenter highlight current housing conditions for Southern

California in general, the Housing Element focuses on meeting housing needs both now in the future to

keep pace with the County’s expected rate of population growth. The proposed project would provide

much needed multi-family housing and would assist the County with meeting its long-term housing

needs outlined in the General Plan.

As described by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, project objectives were are included in the Draft

EIR.

Comment 38.11

The commenter references the Playa Vista development in the City of Los Angeles as evidence that there

is an oversupply of housing and therefore the project objectives are inadequate. Please refer to responses

to Comments 38.9 and 38.10 above.

Comment 38.12

The commenter states the EIR extensively relied upon and seeks justification for the project by using

generalities from the General Plan. Please refer to responses to Comments 38.9 and 38.10 above.

The primary purpose of CEQA, in short, is to inform decision makers and the public about the potential

impacts of a proposed project and identify ways that impacts can be avoided or reduced and not to

provide justification to approve a proposed project. The Draft EIR does not provide justification to

approve or disapprove a proposed project. Through preparation of a Draft EIR, the County and the

project applicant are meeting the requirements of CEQA. The project’s consistency/inconsistency with

applicable plans, policies, and regulations is only relevant to CEQA in that the project’s

consistency/inconsistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations is disclosed. Such disclosure is

included in Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, in the Draft EIR.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment 38.13

The commenter states the project objective to “avoid unnecessary environmental impacts associated with

grading and excavation by building structures above the level grade to the extent feasible” is misleading

because the garage will create long term unmitigated impacts. The commenter does not provide facts,

reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the assertion

that the garage will create a significant impact. To the contrary, the reasonably foreseeable environmental

impacts associated with garage and project is fully discussed in the aesthetics, shade/shadow, and land

use impact sections of the Draft EIR.

Please refer to responses to Comments 38.5.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 38.14

The commenter asserts that the project objective to construct high quality multi-family housing that is

compatibility and complimentary to adjacent uses in the surrounding neighborhood is not met by the

proposed project. Please refer to Topical Response 1: Density and Land Use Compatibility.

Please also refer to responses to Comments 38.9 and 38.10 above.

Comment 38.15

The commenter claims project objective to provide a height transition between the single-family homes

northwest of the project site and the multi-family homes to the southeast is not met because the garage

will create environmental impacts on adjacent neighbors. The commenter does not provide facts,

reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the assertion

that the garage will create an unavoidable significant impact. Please refer to Topical Response 1: Density

and Land Use Compatibility.

The project is designed to ensure the project’s physical compatibility with surrounding uses. The project

proposes with open space and two-story carriage units along the northerly side of the project site and

provides a similar height transition from the single-story single-family homes located just northerly of the

subject property. Along the northern boundary, the primary residential building would be set back a

minimum of approximately 35 feet and a maximum of about 43 feet from the northern site boundary. The

two-story perimeter structures would not exceed 28 feet in exterior height (excluding chimney heights)

along the northern project margin, compared to 31 feet for the Draft EIR project. At the northwest corner
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of the project site, a three-story portion of the building would reach a height of 39.5 feet. At

approximately 80 feet from the northern property line, the building would transition to a height of four

stories, or about 49 feet, exclusive of architectural projections (see Figure 3.0-9). The height of the parking

structure has been reduced from 56 feet to approximately 35 feet.

The existing Club Marina apartment complex located directly across the southern alley to the south of the

project site is approximately 49 feet tall from grade on Jefferson Boulevard and approximately 37 feet tall

from grade directly adjacent to the alley. The proposed project will increase the width of the existing alley

from 25 feet to 28 feet to create more distance between the proposed parking garage and existing Club

Marina apartment complex. Further, the proposed parking garage will have a maximum height of 35 feet,

which is 2 feet lower than the height of the existing Club Marina apartment complex that is across the

existing alley adjacent to the project site on the southern boundary.

Comment 38.16

The commenter asserts the Draft EIR failed to comply with CEQA which requires a reasonable range of

alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid

or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts. The Draft EIR analyzed three development

alternatives at the project site (in addition to the No Project Alternative). According to CEQA, a Draft EIR

must describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project or project location that could feasibly attain

most of the basic project objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts

of the Proposed Project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). An EIR is not required to consider every

conceivable alternative to the Proposed Project or alternatives which are infeasible; the EIR must set forth

only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. An EIR need not consider an alternative

whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative

(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, citing Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees

(1979) 89 Cal.App.3rd 274). Accordingly, the Draft EIR has analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives

and does not need to analyze another alternative, as suggested by the commenter. Please refer to

responses to Comments 38.9 and 38.10 above.

Comment 38.17

The commenter asserts the alternatives failed to analyze the long term “operational” impacts from noise,

light, increased shadows and decreased air quality from the height and mass of the garage and access.

The commenter does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion

supported by facts in support of the assertion that the height and mass of the garage and use of the alley

create an unavoidable significant impact and that the analysis in the Draft EIR is not adequate. Please

refer to response to Comment 38.5 above for a complete discussion.
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Comment 38.18

The commenter states that 26 single-family homes on the project site would not be an economically

feasible alternative but does not provide any economic feasibility analysis to support this claim.

Comment 38.19

The commenter asserts that the number of vehicle trips generated by Alternative 2 should be described as

a “greater” reduction of vehicle trips compared to the proposed project rather than “incrementally”

reduced vehicle trips compared to the proposed project as described in the Draft EIR. Traffic associated

with Alternative 2 would generate 87 fewer net traffic trips when compared with the existing condition

on the project site. The proposed revised project would generate a net increase of trips of 956 trips. The

commenter also questions that the construction noise impacts of Alternative would be similar to the

proposed project because Alternative 2 would generate significant less vehicle trips than the proposed

project. Construction noise impacts would also be similar to those for the proposed project. The majority

of construction noise impacts would occur during the initial demolition, excavation, and grading phases

of site development. Because both the proposed project and Alternative 2 would involve demolition of

the church, demolition of the surface parking lot pavement, excavation, and removal of the earthen

mound, and leveling of the site for building, the noise associated with these activities would be virtually

identical between the proposed project and Alternative 2. Under this alternative, similar machinery

would be required to complete these phases. Therefore, the maximum noise levels experienced by nearby

residents would be similar to the proposed project and are expected to exceed County standards.

Comment 38.20

The commenter asserts that because Alternative 2 does not propose a garage, long-term significant noise

and air quality impacts would be substantially reduced. This comment assumes there are long-term

significant and unavoidable air quality and noise impacts associated with the garage. The Draft EIR

analyzed potential “operational” air quality and noise impacts of the proposed project which includes

and garage and concluded there would not be significant impact. No quantitative or qualitative data or

analysis was provided by the commenter for the opinion that long term significant and unavoidable air

quality and noise impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project. No further response is

necessary. Please refer to Comment 38.5 to a full detail.

Comment 38.21

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR did not include a site plan or details for parking and access for

Alternative 3 and therefore requires further analysis. The commenter also states that Alternative 3 results

in a significant reduction of vehicle trips and should be analyzed further.
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Traffic associated with Alternative 3 would generate a net increase of 835 trips, while proposed project

would generate a net increase of 1,078 trips. As proposed, the project would mitigate an already

significant traffic impact that occurs at the intersection of Grosvenor Boulevard and Jefferson through

signalization. Given the net decrease in trips associated with Alternative 3, it is presumed that this

significant impact may still occur and may not be mitigated as a result of the implementation of

Alternative 3.

Due to the provision of at grade parking of Alternative 3, the height of the structure would be

approximately the same height as the proposed Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartments Project. Access to

the project site would be the same as the proposed project.

Comment 38.22

The commenter asserts Alternative 4 should not be included because of greater construction costs, the

increase in environmental impacts and the height limitation of the project size. The commenter does not

provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of

the assertion that Alternative 4 is infeasible because of greater construction costs, results in increase

environmental impacts, and is taller than allowed by the existing site zoning compared to the proposed

project. Four project alternatives (inclusive of the No Project Alternative) were selected that would reduce

or change the magnitude of the significant effects of the proposed project while meeting most of the

project objectives. In addition, “No Project” Alternative was analyzed as required by CEQA. The No

Project Alternative would retain the existing church, leased commercial parking, and single-family

residential uses on the site; therefore, no impact to the physical environment would occur..

Due to the larger scale of structures proposed as part of Alternative 4 would result in one new

unavoidable significant impact. The increased height of structures proposed as part of Alternative 4

would be substantially taller than other structures occurring in the project area and would stand out in

sharp contrast to the existing landscape. The structure proposed as part of Alternative 4 structure would

differ substantially from existing code requirements. Although the alternative would concentrate

development in a small area and would provide some public park space, this benefit is outweighed by

impacts associated with the additional grading requirement and a structure height that is out of character

with the surrounding area.

Comment 38.23

The commenter asserts that inclusion of subterranean parking in Alterative 4 confirms that subterranean

parking is feasible for the proposed project and should be considered to mitigate or avoid noise, light,

increased shadows and decreased air quality impacts from the height and mass of the garage.
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One of the project objectives is to “avoid unnecessary environmental impacts associated with grading and

excavation by building structures above a level grade to the extent feasible”. Although it is feasible to

construct subterranean parking, it would require a significant amount of excavation and grading.

Therefore, development of the site under this alternative would result in a greater amount of soil that

would need to be exported off site, and thus a greater amount of total truck trips.

The “unmitigated impacts” referred to the commenter were not identified in the Draft EIR and are not

quantitatively or qualitatively supported by the commenter. Moreover, which specific impacts (which

identifiable thresholds for which environmental topics at the project or cumulative level) are considered

“unmitigated impacts” are also not identified or substantiated by the commenter.

The Draft EIR does not identify any specific project-level impacts associated with the above-ground

parking garage; therefore no mitigation measures or design alternatives for a subterranean parking

garage would be necessary. See response to Comment 38.5 for a detail response.

Comment 38.24

The commenter asserts the alternatives fail the basic CEQA test of proposing alternatives designed to

minimize a project’s environmental impacts. The commenter does not provide facts, reasonable

assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the assertion that the Draft

EIR failed to include a reasonable range of alternatives that avoid or substantially reduced significant

impacts of the proposed project.

The principle purpose of alternatives is to define specific strategies that would avoid or substantially

reduce the significant impacts of the project. However, the State CEQA Guidelines place some restrictions

on the range of alternatives an EIR must address. First, the range of alternatives is limited by the rule of

reason. An EIR need not evaluate every imaginable alternative or multiple variations of a single

alternative. Second, an EIR need only examine those alternatives that meet most project objectives. Third,

the guidelines stipulate that alternatives addressed in an EIR should be feasible and should not be

considered remote or speculative. When addressing feasibility, the guidelines state that “among the

factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability,

economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and

whether the applicant can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.”

Lastly, alternatives need not be presented in the same level of detail as the assessment of the proposed

project.

All of the alternatives assessed in the Draft EIR were designed to meet the project’s objectives and to

reduce identified significant impacts anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed project.
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Comment 38.25

The commenter asserts the Draft EIR omitted the most reasonable alternative which includes R-3 zoning,

a 35-foot height limit and a High Density 3 land use designation. CEQA requires that the Draft EIR

analyze a “reasonable range of alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic

objectives of the project and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts. The Draft EIR

analyzed three development alternatives at the project site (in addition to the No Project Alternative). An

EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to the Proposed Project or alternatives which

are infeasible; the EIR must set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.

Accordingly, the Draft EIR has analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives and does not need to analyze

another alternative, as suggested by the commenter.

Comment 38.26

The commenter suggests an alternative that would use Juniette Street as the primary point of access and

subsequently eliminate environmental impacts from the proposed garage. The Draft EIR analyzed a

reasonable range of alternatives and is not required to consider and analyze every alternative. See

response to Comment 38.26. The commenter does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on

facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the assertion that the height and mass of the

garage create an unavoidable significant impact and that the analysis in the Draft EIR is not adequate. See

response to Comment 38.5.

Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for further information.

Comment 38.27

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR did not identify and describe the project’s indirect and

long-term effects as required by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a). The commenter does not

provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of

the assertion that Draft EIR failed to analyze the project’s indirect and long-term effects.

Comment 38.28

This comment suggests that the Draft EIR failed to study or project the level of decibel readings to the

adjacent neighbors from the construction of the garage. Section 4.3 Noise of the Draft EIR fully analyzed

noise impacts from construction of the proposed project, including the garage.

Noise levels were calculated to be highest during the phases of site development that included building

demolition and removal, site grading, and excavation for the proposed building foundation. During these

phases multiple pieces of heavy mobile equipment (backhoes, haul trucks, etc.) would be used on the site.

The noise level for building demolition equipment, at a distance of 50 feet is calculated to be 87.7 dB(A).
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The noise levels calculated for the foundation and pavement demolition, and fence removal equipment is

93.5 dB(A) at 50 feet.

Noise levels for demolition, grading, and excavation would be audible and substantially above the

permitted daytime standards of 75 and 80 dB(A) for single- and multi-family residential land uses and

schools, as established in the County Noise Ordinance and shown previously in Table 4.3-2, of the Draft

EIR. Construction activities, therefore, are expected to result in intermittent daytime exceedances of the

County noise guidelines for short periods. As sensitive receptors are located adjacent to and in the

vicinity of the project site, this intermittent increase in noise would result in a significant impact and

would most substantially impact those homes located north of the project site. Mitigation measures

suggested by the County will reduce construction noise, but not to levels below County significance

thresholds, which will result in a short-term, significant and unavoidable noise impact.

Project construction will require the use of heavy trucks to haul equipment and materials to the site, as

well as transport debris and earth excavated during demolition of existing structures and grading of the

site. Wood and trash debris from demolition would be hauled to the Downtown Diversion Facility in the

City of Wilmington, while asphalt and concrete would be hauled to the Lovco crushing facility in

Wilmington. To limit noise impacts associated with construction traffic on nearby land uses, truck haul

routes have been established which route vehicles away from sensitive uses to the maximum extent

feasible. As proposed the haul route will be Grosvenor south to Jefferson and Jefferson east to the 405

Freeway (I-405). Project trucks will transition from the I-405 onto Interstate 10 (I-10) eastbound; trucks

will transition from I-10 eastbound onto Olympic Boulevard exit; trucks will continue to travel east on

Olympic Boulevard and will enter the Downtown Diversion Facility at 11th Street from Santa Fe Avenue

(construction debris receptor location) at 2424 East Olympic Boulevard in Wilmington, California.

Noise impacts from construction traffic would be greatest during the demolition and grading phases of

project development, when (excepting construction employees trips) heavy trucks are expected to make

up to 38 (round) trips on average per working day to haul debris and excess cut material from the site.

This construction traffic would only be traveling to and from the site during working hours. The Los

Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), Construction Division, limits construction

activities to between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM daily and prohibits work on Sundays and legal

holidays. This reduces the impact on local residents by restricting most construction-based noise

generation to hours when most residents are at work and not generally home. The number of truck trips

traveling along the designated haul route will vary daily, depending on the nature of the construction

activity. Employment of standard noise attenuation practices would be implemented as required by the

LACDPW. Noise-sensitive land uses located along the haul route are limited to residential used along

Jefferson near the project site. Based on the U.S. Department of Transportation Highway Noise Prediction
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Model land uses within 50 feet of the haul route could experience temporary noise events ranging from

83 to 88 dB(A), which exceeds County standards outlined above. Therefore, a temporary significant

impact would result from trucks traveling to and from the project site along the haul route during the

demolition and grading phases of the project.

Mitigation measures 4.3-1 through 4.3-4 are proposed to reduce the severity of construction noise

impacts, but not to less than significant.

Comment 38.29

The comments cites to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines (4.3-14). The comment is not directed at

the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no

further response is required.

Comment 38.30

This comment suggests that the Draft EIR failed to analyze operational noise impacts on the single-family

homes to the north and east and the approximately 300 apartment residents to the south. Section

4.3 Noise of the Draft EIR analyzed the operational noise impacts summarized in Table 4.3-7, Operational

Noise On-Site Impacts, and concluded that it is not a significant impact. Analysis of existing and future

noise environments presented in Draft EIR is based on project site noise monitoring, noise prediction

modeling and information provided by the project applicant. Noise level monitoring was conducted by

Impact Sciences, Inc. using a Larson Davis 820 Type 2 Sound Level Meter, a meter, which satisfies the

American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for general environmental noise measurement

instrumentation. The nearest noise sensitive receptors identified in the Draft EIR consist of single-family

residences located directly north of the site, multi-family residential apartment south of the site and three

single-family residences on Juniette Street next to the property’s southeast corner. The Draft EIR

concludes that the greatest potential increase in noise is from the increase in vehicle trips generated by

the proposed project. Table 4.3-7 of the Draft EIR, Operational Noise On-Site Impacts, shows that the

project would contribute traffic volumes that would increase noise levels from 0.0 dB(A) to 0.7 dB(A)

along studied roadways segments. This increase is not generally perceptible to most individuals and the

operational noise levels are close to the applied standard (see Table 4.3-4). Therefore, impacts are not

considered significant given County noise assessment methodologies and current assessment standards.

The Draft EIR also concluded that noise generated by vehicles traveling on the alleyways along the

northern and southern boundaries of the project site could result in a substantial permanent increase in

ambient noise levels at the adjacent single- and multi-family residences, respectively.
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Access to the proposed leasing office and associated surface parking lot would be provided by a

28-foot-wide alley along the northern boundary of the project site. An 8-foot-tall block wall is proposed

along the property line to the north of the access alley. Immediately north of the proposed block wall are

single-family residences. Vehicles traveling along the alleyway are generally not expected to exceed a

speed of 15 miles per hour (mph) based on the length and width of the alley and because vehicles would

slow to access the small surface parking lot near the leasing office. The proposed project analyzed in the

Draft EIR would result in 1,078 daily vehicle trips. The number of vehicles traveling along the northern

project site boundary would represent a fraction of the overall project-generated trips because the alley

would generally be used to access to the leasing office and primary access to the project site would be

provided via the access alleyway proposed along the southern boundary of the project site. Therefore,

vehicles traveling along the northern alley are not expected to result in a substantial permanent noise

source. It is useful to consider the volume of noise which could be generated by all

1,078 project-generated trips traveling along a similar roadway at 15 mph. Model inputs included a

roadway width of 28 feet, speed of 15 mph and a distance of 8 feet to the receptor, or the adjacent

single-family residences. The proposed 8-foot-tall block wall was not included in the model input. Model

results indicate that a noise level of 57.4 dB(A) CNEL could be expected at the adjacent residential land

use if all 1,078 project-generated trips were to travel along the alley. As stated previously, solid walls may

reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dB(A). When considering the proposed 8-foot-tall block wall, the noise level

would range from 47.4 to 52.4 dB(A) CNEL. As noise generated by vehicles would be lower than this

range, the proposed project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise at the

adjacent single-family residences. Impacts would be less than significant.

The existing alley that runs along the southern boundary of the project site would be widened from 25 to

28 feet and provide access to the proposed parking structure within the southern portion of the project

site. Immediately south of the alley are multi-family residences. The residential units within the adjacent

multi-family residential buildings are elevated approximately 10 feet above on-site parking garages.

Vehicles traveling along the alleyway are generally not expected to exceed a speed of 15 miles per hour

(mph) based on the length and width of the alley and because vehicles would slow to access the parking

structure. As discussed in Section 4.5, Traffic and Access, of this draft EIR, the proposed project would

result in 1,078 daily vehicle trips. As described above, the noise associated with all project-generated trips

along a 28-foot-wide roadway at a distance of 8 feet would be 57.4 dB(A) CNEL. As shown in Table 4.3-4,

the existing noise levels within the southern portion of the project site currently exceed 57.4 dB(A) CNEL

and the County of Los Angeles standard. Noise levels at the existing multi-family residences would be

very similar to those on the project site because stationary and mobile noise sources are the same for both.

Therefore, based on the above analysis, the proposed project would not result in a substantial permanent

increase in ambient noise at the adjacent multi-family residences. Impacts would be less than significant.
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Noise generated within the proposed parking structure would include tires squealing, car alarms

sounding, car stereos and horns honking. These sources could result in a substantial permanent increase

in ambient noise levels at the adjacent single- and multi-family residences, respectively. An analysis of

potentially significant impacts is provided below. The parking structure as proposed in the Draft EIR

would be partially enclosed with rectangular openings around the perimeter of each level. Multi-family

residences located adjacent to the south of the project site would be approximately 37 feet south of the

parking structure after project construction. While the partially enclosed structure would act as a barrier,

noise generated by vehicles traveling within the parking structure such as tires squealing, car alarms

sounding, car stereos and horns honking would pass through the rectangular openings around the

perimeter of the structure. These sources of noise may be audible at the northernmost residential units

within the adjacent multi-family complexes and may result in temporary annoyances. However, this

noise would be temporary and periodic and occur most intensely during the AM and PM peak periods

when project residents are leaving or returning from work. Further, the proposed parking structure is not

anticipated to introduce a substantial permanent noise source that would exceed defined County

Standards in the ambient noise level. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

In addition, the garage has been reduced to a maximum height of 35 feet to accommodate a reduced 329

parking spaces and is proposed to be sealed on all sides and mechanically ventilated to reduce noise and

vehicle emissions along the southern alley. The sealed parking garage will be designed with facades that

resemble a multi-family residential structure so that it does not appear to be a parking garage. By sealing

the proposed parking garage, providing an internal ventilation system, and adding architectural facades

to the exterior, the potential for air quality, noise, and aesthetics impacts are avoided through project

design features. As with the garage designed and analyzed in the Draft EIR, the revised garage would not

create a significant impact.

Comment 38.31

The commenter states that there is no evidence in the Draft EIR that the proposed 8-foot-tall block wall

along the property line to the north of the access alley would mitigate an adverse noise impact and that

the Draft EIR’s conclusion that such as impact would be less than significant is conclusionary and

without foundation. The Draft EIR determined that noise generated by vehicles traveling on the

alleyways along the northern and southern boundaries of the project site could result in a substantial

permanent increase in ambient noise levels at the adjacent single- and multi-family residences,

respectively. An analysis of potentially significant impacts is provided below.

Access to the proposed leasing office and associated surface parking lot would be provided by a

28-foot-wide alley along the northern boundary of the project site. An 8-foot-tall block wall is proposed
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along the property line to the north of the access alley. Immediately north of the proposed block wall are

single-family residences. Vehicles traveling along the alleyway are generally not expected to exceed a

speed of 15 miles per hour (mph) based on the length and width of the alley and because vehicles would

slow to access the small surface parking lot near the leasing office. As discussed in Section 4.5, Traffic and

Access, of this draft EIR, the proposed project would result in 1,078 daily vehicle trips. The number of

vehicles traveling along the northern project site boundary would represent a fraction of the overall

project-generated trips because the alley would generally be used to access to the leasing office and

primary access to the project site would be provided via the access alleyway proposed along the southern

boundary of the project site. Therefore, vehicles traveling along the northern alley are not expected to

result in a substantial permanent noise source. It is useful to consider the volume of noise which could be

generated by all 1,078 project-generated trips traveling along a similar roadway at 15 mph. Model inputs

included a roadway width of 28 feet, speed of 15 mph and a distance of 8 feet to the receptor, or the

adjacent single-family residences. The proposed 8-foot-tall block wall was not included in the model

input. Model results indicate that a noise level of 57.4 dB(A) CNEL could be expected at the adjacent

residential land use if all 1,078 project-generated trips were to travel along the alley. As stated previously,

solid walls may reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dB(A). When considering the proposed 8-foot block wall,

the noise level would range from 47.4 to 52.4 dB(A) CNEL. As noise generated by vehicles would be

lower than this range, the proposed project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in

ambient noise at the adjacent single-family residences. Impacts would be less than significant. In

addition, the project now proposes an 8-foot-tall wall instead of an 8-foot-tall wall.

An 8-foot-tall block wall would provide attenuation of 11.4 dB(A) CNEL. This wall along with the

development of parking garages between the project access drive and the residential units to the north

will attenuate sound to a level less than 50 dB(A) CNEL.

Comment 38.32

The commenter asserts the Draft EIR did not analyze the noise impacts generated by the garage on the

adjacent apartments. See response to Comment 38.28 and response to Comment 38.30 that address

operational and construction noise impacts from the proposed project that includes the parking garage.

Comment 38.33

The commenter asserts the Draft EIR provides no evidence that the parking structure would not exceed

County noise thresholds. Please see response to Comment 38.32 above.

The commenter also states the County’s noise standards are not the CEQA test for environmental

impacts. The County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning as lead agency for this project

determines threshold interpretation standards for the CEQA documents. That is not unique to this
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project, but standard practice for projects subject to CEQA review through the County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning. Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR notes the local and state regulatory

considerations to assess noise impacts generated by the proposed project. Noise impacts were assessed

for consistency with the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, (2) the County of Los Angeles General

Plan Noise Element, and (3) The California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2.

Comment 38.34

The commenter states the project’s traffic study relied in faulty premises affecting the location of the

access and the amount of vehicle trips generated. The commenter does not provide substantial evidence

why the traffic study is faulty. The traffic study that assessed potential impacts of the proposed project

was prepared in consultation with the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LA DOT) and was

approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Traffic and Lighting Division

(LACDPW). This consultation and approval included substantive review and agreement with existing

conditions, trip credit, trip generation, trip distribution, future conditions, related projects, cumulative

impacts, etc. assumptions used by RAJU Associates, Inc to conduct the analysis.

Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for further information.

Comment 38.35

The commenter states the existing church has different access that the proposed access for the project and

that the church’s main traffic volumes are generated on the weekends. Please see response to Comment

38.34 above.

Comment 38.36

The commenter asserts that the net credit for the church trips should not be included because the church

trips are generated on the weekends. Please see Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for detailed

discussion on the church trips generated and overall trip generation counts.

Comment 38.37

The commenter states the 1,433 daily trip generated by the proposed project should be used rather than

1,078 trips factoring in the existing church use trip credit. Please see Topical Response 2: Traffic and

Access for detailed discussion on the church trips generated and overall trip generation counts.

Comment 38.38

The commenter cites to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines (4.5-11) and states one of the two

portions of the “street system” is an alley and not a public street. The traffic study that assessed potential

impacts of the proposed project was prepared in consultation with the Los Angeles Department of
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Transportation (LA DOT) and was approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

Traffic and Lighting Division (LACDPW). This consultation and approval included substantive review

and agreement with existing conditions, trip credit, trip generation, trip distribution, future conditions,

related projects, cumulative impacts, etc. assumptions used by RAJU Associates, Inc to conduct the

analysis. Please see Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for detailed discussion the analysis of the

alley.

Comment 38.39

The commenter generally describes the contents of the Draft EIR Air Quality analysis. This comment will

be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.

The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 38.40

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not analyze air quality impacts from motor vehicles on the

adjacent single-family homes and apartments. The commenter does not provide facts, reasonable

assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the assertion that the air

quality section is not adequate.

The Draft EIR states that operational emissions would be generated by both stationary and mobile

sources as a result of normal day-to-day activity on the site after occupation. Stationary emissions would

be generated by the consumption of natural gas for space and water heating devices, the operation of

landscape maintenance equipment, and from the use of consumer products. Mobile emissions would be

generated by motor vehicles traveling to and from the project site. Trip generation rates were obtained

from the traffic report for the proposed project. The operational stationary and mobile emissions are

provided in Table 4.4-15, Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions. The net emissions, which

account for emissions generated from the existing church and single-family home, are compared to the

SCAQMD significance thresholds. As shown in Table 4.4-15, the net emission increase associated with the

proposed project at build out and in full operation would not generate emissions that would exceed

SCAQMD thresholds during the summer or the winter. Therefore, daily operational emissions generated

by the proposed project would be considered to create a less than significant impact.

Comment 38.41

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR did not analyze the visual impacts of the garage upon the

adjacent single-family homes and three apartment buildings to the south. Aesthetics, light, and glare

were all assessed in details in the Draft EIR in Section 4.6 Visual Resources. Project and site-specific visual

simulations were prepared for impact analysis. Additionally, shade and shadow simulations were
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prepared to assess the potential impacts to occur as a result of development of the proposed project. No

shadows would be cast on the apartment buildings along Jefferson Boulevard because the proposed new

building will be to the north of the existing structures. This analysis is found subsection 4.6.4.4, Project

Analysis (Shade/Shadow). In addition, the Recirculated Draft EIR includes additional analyses of Visual

Resources and concluded that the proposed project would not create a significant impact.

Comment 38.42

The commenter states that the proposed “green screen” of the garage and a row of tall, planted trees is

too vague and speculative as an adequate mitigation measure. The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed

project would not create a significant visual resources impact. The green screen and landscaping was

proposed as a project design feature but it is not a mitigation measure to reduce an identified significant

impact. Since circulation of the Draft EIR, the garage has been reduced in size and redesigned. 329-space

parking garage would now have a maximum height of 35 feet and is proposed to be sealed on all sides

and mechanically ventilated to reduce noise and vehicle emissions along the southern alley. The sealed

parking garage will be designed with facades that resemble a multi-family residential structure so that it

does not appear to be a parking garage. By sealing the proposed parking garage, providing an internal

ventilation system, and adding architectural façades to the exterior, the potential for air quality, noise,

and aesthetics impacts are avoided through project design features. Please refer to Topical Response 3:

Project Design and Height, for additional information.

Comment 38.43

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR did not include studies or analysis that “shade impacts

associated with the proposed project are not considered significant.” Aesthetics, light, and glare were all

assessed in details in the Draft EIR in Section 4.6 Visual Resources. Project and site-specific visual

simulations were prepared for impact analysis. Additionally, shade and shadow simulations were

prepared to assess the potential impacts to occur as a result of development of the proposed project. No

shadows would be cast on the apartment buildings along Jefferson Boulevard because the proposed new

building will be to the north of the existing structures. This analysis is found subsection 4.6.4.4, Project

Analysis (Shade/Shadow).

Comment 38.44

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is inadequate and does not justify a zone change to R-4. The

primary purpose of CEQA is to inform decision makers and the public about the potential impacts of a

proposed project and identify ways that impacts can be avoided or reduced and not to provide

justification to approve a proposed project. For a detailed response in regards to density and land use

compatibility, please refer to Topical Response 1: Density and Land Use Compatibility.
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Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, of the public Draft EIR assessed the potential impacts of the

proposed project in regards to adopted planning regulations and found the proposed project would not

result in a project or cumulative level significant and unavoidable impact.

Comment 38.45

The commenter expresses that the applicant is not responsive to community concerns. In response to

community concerns the project developer substantially revised the project as described in the

Recirculated Draft EIR Project Description Section. This comment will be forwarded to the decision

makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed

at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no

further response is required.

Comment 38.46

The commenter expresses an opinion that the proposed project is more intense than typical R-3 and R-4

zoned properties and is poorly designed. For a detailed response in regards to density and land use

compatibility, please refer to Topical Response 1: Density and Land Use Compatibility. No further

comment is necessary.

Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, of the public Draft EIR assessed the potential impacts of the

proposed project in regards to adopted planning regulations and found the proposed project would not

result in a project or cumulative level significant and unavoidable impact.

Comment 38.47

The commenter asserts that the EIR is inadequate because it does not include an alternative suggested by

the commenter. The commenter also claims that if Juniette Street were extended it would avoid

channeling 1,433 vehicle trips into the 28-foot-wide alley and driveway adjacent to single-family homes.

CEQA requires that the Draft EIR analyze a “reasonable range of alternatives to the project which would

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid or substantially lessen any of the

significant impacts. The Draft EIR analyzed three development alternatives at the project site (in addition

to the No Project Alternative). An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to the

Proposed Project or alternatives which are infeasible; the EIR must set forth only those alternatives

necessary to permit a reasoned choice. Accordingly, the Draft EIR has analyzed a reasonable range of

alternatives and does not need to analyze another alternative, as suggested by the commenter. Please

refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access and Section 4.5 Traffic and Access for further

information about existing and future trip generation patterns and the project’s impacts.
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Comment 38.48

The commenter state the Draft EIR should be recirculated because the commenter presented “significant”

new information. It is common for comments received on the contents of a Draft EIR to request additional

information, additional analysis, and further proof for the impact determinations included in a Draft EIR,

typically included as a part of a Final EIR. This additional information and analysis may be addressed as

revisions to the text of the Draft EIR, as a part of the response to comments section of the Final EIR, or

both. This new analysis or information does not necessitate recirculation of the Draft EIR.

For the purpose of evaluating the statements made in this comment letter, the contents of the

Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartments Project Draft EIR related to recirculation, State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088.5 Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification is provided in its entirety below:

A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the
EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section
15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can include changes
in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New
information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives
the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project
alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new
information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project,
but the project's proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish &
Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043).

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.

(c) If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only
recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified.

(d) Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation
pursuant to Section 15086.
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(e) A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the
administrative record.

(f) The lead agency shall evaluate and respond to comments as provided in Section 15088.
Recirculating an EIR can result in the lead agency receiving more than one set of comments
from reviewers. The following are two ways in which the lead agency may identify the set of
comments to which it will respond. This dual approach avoids confusion over whether the lead
agency must respond to comments which are duplicates or which are no longer pertinent due
to revisions to the EIR. In no case shall the lead agency fail to respond to pertinent comments
on significant environmental issues.

(1) When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire document is recirculated, the lead agency
may require reviewers to submit new comments and, in such cases, need not respond to those
comments received during the earlier circulation period. The lead agency shall advise
reviewers, either in the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, that
although part of the administrative record, the previous comments do not require a written
response in the final EIR, and that new comments must be submitted for the revised EIR. The
lead agency need only respond to those comments submitted in response to the recirculated
revised EIR.

(2) When the EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the revised
chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their
comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. The lead agency need
only respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that relate to
chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii)
comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of the
earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. The lead agency's request that reviewers limit
the scope of their comments shall be included either within the text of the revised EIR or by an
attachment to the revised EIR.

(3) As part of providing notice of recirculation as required by Public Resources Code Section
21092.1, the lead agency shall send a notice of recirculation to every agency, person, or
organization that commented on the prior EIR. The notice shall indicate, at a minimum,
whether new comments may be submitted only on the recirculated portions of the EIR or on
the entire EIR in order to be considered by the agency.

(g) When recirculating a revised EIR, either in whole or in part, the lead agency shall, in the
revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, summarize the revisions made to the
previously circulated draft EIR.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21092.1, Public
Resources Code; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of
California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112.

The comment suggests that a recirculated Draft EIR is needed based on his evaluation of an analysis of

“Unmitigated” impacts to long-term air quality, noise, traffic and visual resources are either inadequate

or omitted.
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However, the project as proposed and as assessed in the Draft EIR is accurately described and the Draft

EIR provides full disclosure and analysis for the potential construction as well as short term and long

term operational impacts associated with the project proposed in the Draft EIR.

The commenter raises concerns related to the following process or environmental areas: project

description, land use and planning, noise, air quality, traffic and access, visual resources, and alternatives

analysis. All of these areas were analyzed as required by the Department of Regional Planning and were

assessed through qualitative and quantitative means in the Draft EIR, using methods approved by the

various responsible departments in the County of Los Angeles. The commenter does not provide new

“significant” information based on facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion

supported by facts that the Draft EIR should be recirculated based on the criteria set forth in State CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088.5 Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification.

Comment 38.49

The commenter suggests an alternative and claims the alternatives would lessen the impacts the

adjacent single-family residents and apartments. The commenter does not provide any

information based on facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported

by facts that the suggested alternative would lessen any of the project’s significant impacts

identified in the Draft EIR. Please see response to Comment 38.7 above.

Comment 38.50

The commenter states the CEQA requires an explanation of how alternative were selected and identify

alternatives that were rejected as infeasible and provide reasons why they were rejected.

Comment 38.51

The commenter asserts the traffic inaccurately accesses the project’s vehicle trips. The traffic study that

assessed potential impacts of the proposed project was prepared in consultation with the Los Angeles

Department of Transportation (LA DOT) and was approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of

Public Works Traffic and Lighting Division (LACDPW). This consultation and approval included

substantive review and agreement with existing conditions, trip credit, trip generation, trip distribution,

future conditions, related projects, cumulative impacts, etc. assumptions used by RAJU Associates, Inc to

conduct the analysis.

Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for further information.
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Comment 38.52

The commenter claims the Draft EIR should be recirculated because it should include a suggested

alternative preferred by the commenter. Please see response to Comment 38.7 that the Draft EIR complies

with CEQA and analyzed a reasonable number of alternatives.

The commenter also asserts the inaccurate traffic study and suggested significant impact of the garage on

the adjacent apartment homes are severe environmental impacts that require recirculation of the Draft

EIR. Please refer to response to Comment 38.45 above and Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access.

Comment 38.53

Commenter asserts that the traffic study be amended and recirculated. The commenter does not provide

facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the

assertion that traffic study is not adequate.

Comment 38.54

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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April 28, 2010

Attention: Anthony Curzi  
Department of Regional Planning  
320 West Temple Street, Room 1348  
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Millennium Playa del Mar Apartment Project, County Project Number R2009-02015  
Case Nos.: RENVT200600147, RCUPT200900150, RZCT200900013, RPAT2009000013

I am writing to oppose the change of zoning to accommodate the Millennium Playa Del Mar 
Project. The project proposes to add 216 apartment units (60 feet tall) along with a 433-space 
parking structure (56 feet tall) in the heart of a neighborhood of single story homes in Del Rey. 
The General Plan calls for low density in this area. The enormity of this project conflicts with 
existing land use plans of the General Plan. The families in the community stand to bear a the 
burden of the environmental impacts such as a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity, a significant impact on air quality, a significant and unavoidable impact on VOC 
emissions and significant visual impacts. If the project were to be built by the density limit 
allowed under the existing zoning much of these impacts could be mitigated.   

The density limits in the General Plan are intended to mitigate the aesthetic and harmful effects 
of mismatched development being located adjacent to one another. This project conflicts with the 
intended density of the General Plan designation for the project site. 

Enclosed please find a letter from our Councilman Bill Rosendahl opposing the project, a 
petition from the residents closest to the project who oppose the proposed development and a 
recent letter sent by the Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association.  

In 2008 a development of the same height and same density was proposed in this location. 
Residents opposed the project due to the environmental impacts. The project was also opposed 
by the Del Rey Neighborhood Council, the Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association and 
our neighboring LA City Councilmember Bill Rosendahl.  Please see the attached letters and 
extensive petition that was submitted in 2008 about the identical project.  

I do not oppose the project outright, I only ask that the project be built out as it is allowed under 
the General Plan today, with no upzoning. 

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Zamora 
President, Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association 

Letter No. 39
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Comment Letter No. 39

Elizabeth Zamora, President
Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association
P.O. Box 661450
Los Angeles, California 90066
Letter dated April 28, 2010

Comment 39.1

Commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project and that the community will be burdened by

the permanent increase in ambient noise levels, a significant impact on air quality, a significant and

unavoidable impact from VOC emissions, and significant visual impacts. The commenter asserts that the

above impacts could be mitigated if a project was built by the density limit allowed under the existing R-3

zoning. Please refer to Topical Response 1: Project Density and Land Use Compatibility, Topical

Response 2: Traffic and Access, and Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height. The comment is

not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 39.2

The commenter states that the density limits in the General Plan are intended to mitigate the aesthetic

and harmful effects of mismatched developments being located adjacent to one another and that the

proposed project conflicts with the intended density of the General Plan land use designation for the

project site. Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR assessed the potential impacts of the

proposed project in regards to adopted planning regulations and found the proposed project would not

result in a project or cumulative level significant and unavoidable impact.

For a detailed response in regards to density and land use compatibility, please refer to Topical Response

1: Density and Land Use Compatibility.

Comment 39.3

The commenter references a letter from City of Los Angeles Councilman Bill Rosendahl, a petition from

the residents in the area of the project site and a letter sent by the Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors

Association opposing the project. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for

consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the

adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further

response is required.
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Comment 39.4

The commenter references opposition letters from a project proposed in 2008 by a different applicant.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 39.5

The commenter requests that the project be built as allowed under the existing General Plan land use

designation with no zone change. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for

consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the

adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further

response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 40

Susan Boyer
Owner of 12435 West Jefferson
E-mail dated April 30, 2010

Comment 40.1

The commenter expresses appreciation for meeting to discuss the parking garage location with County

staff. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations

on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR.

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 40.2

The commenter states they visited the Sherman Oaks Galleria and the Grand Apartment complex that

front Sepulveda Boulevard and faces the parking garage of the Galleria to the rear. The commenter states

the apartment property was constructed after the Galleria. This comment will be forwarded to the

decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not

directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 40.3

The commenter notes that the Grand Apartment complex has double pane windows and central air

unlike the Club Marina apartments adjacent to the project site. This comment will be forwarded to the

decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not

directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 40.4

The commenter states the noise from Sepulveda and the parking garage were profound but does not

compare to the 405 freeway and 101 at that intersection. This comment will be forwarded to the decision

makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed

at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no

further response is required.

Comment 40.5

The commenter assumes the residents of the Grand Apartment complex do not open their windows and

use air conditioning all the time. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for

consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the
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adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further

response is required.

Comment 40.6

The commenter asserts the height of the proposed project will be over 20 feet higher than the Club

Marina apartment complex and take away the entire view and light. The existing Club Marina apartment

complex located directly across the southern alley to the south of the project site is approximately 49 feet

tall from grade on Jefferson Boulevard and approximately 37 feet tall from grade directly adjacent to the

alley. The proposed project will increase the width of the existing alley from 25 feet to 28 feet to create

more distance between the proposed parking garage and existing Club Marina apartment complex.

Further, the proposed parking garage will have a maximum height of 35 feet, which is 2 feet lower than

the height of the existing Club Marina apartment complex that is across the existing alley adjacent to the

project site on the southern boundary. Aesthetics, light, and glare were all assessed in details in the Draft

EIR in Section 4.6 Visual Resources. Project and site-specific visual simulations were prepared for impact

analysis. Additionally, shade and shadow simulations were prepared to assess the potential impacts to

occur as a result of development of the proposed project. No shadows would be cast on the apartment

buildings along Jefferson Boulevard because the proposed new building will be to the north of the

existing structures. This analysis is found subsection 4.6.4.4, Project Analysis (Shade/Shadow).

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 40.7

The commenter states the drive aisle between the Sherman Oaks Galleria garage and Grand Apartment

complex is 30 feet which is similar to the distance from the proposed garage to the Club Marina

Apartments. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their

deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 40.8

The commenter state the Grand Avenue Apartments constructed subterranean parking.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment 40.9

The commenter expresses an opinion that the density of the proposed project is out of proportion with

the neighborhood and would be harmful to the tenants of 12435 West Jefferson. The commenter does not

provide information based on facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported

by facts that proposed project would result in significant impacts to the tenant of 12435 West Jefferson.

Please refer to Topical Response 1: Project Density and Land Use Compatibility, Topical Response 2:

Traffic and Access, and Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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May 9, 2010 

Attention: Anthony Curzi  
Department of Regional Planning  
320 West Temple Street, Room 1348  
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Millennium Playa del Mar Apartment Project, County Project Number R2009-02015  
Case Nos.: RENVT200600147, RCUPT200900150, RZCT200900013, RPAT2009000013 

In response to the draft EIR for the above referenced project, the Del Rey Homeowners & 
Neighbors Association would like to submit the following items for consideration.  

We oppose any change of zoning to accommodate the Millennium Playa Del Mar Project. The 
project proposes to add 216 apartment units (60 feet tall) along with a 433-space parking 
structure (56 feet tall) in the heart of a neighborhood of single story homes in Del Rey. The 
General Plan calls for low density in this area. This project conflicts with existing land use plans 
of the General Plan.

We do not oppose the project outright, we only ask that the project be built out as it is allowed 
under the General Plan today, with no upzoning from R-3 to R-4. 

The developer (Din/Cal) states it has made efforts to engage the community through door to door 
outreach and ongoing community meetings. As witnesses to the countless requests from 
residents that the project be changed, we have not received any gesture from the developer that 
they plan to make any changes in response to what community has stated. No design changes 
have been made. As an attachment, we submit to you the letter sent to us by the developer.  On 
April 22, 2010, Josh Vasbinder of Din/Cal 2, Inc. (“Din/Cal”) sent a written response to the 
DRHNA’s January 2010 letter commenting on the Notice of Preparation. This letter from the 
developer to the community is a justification of every aspect of their project, rather than any 
compromise or offer to accommodate the residents and renters who will be most impacted. This 
shows a unwavering will on the part of this developer to push through their plan without any 
consideration of the surrounding community.

In exchange for the upzoning, Din/Cal has suggested various amenities it might provide, e.g. a 
financial contribution to Playa del Rey Elementary School; assistance to purchase the single 
family residence (11,000 sq. ft.) on Juniette St. that is for sale for about $900,000.  (The county 
has said it might contribute $500,000 so that land could be purchased for use as a park, but 
someone else would need to come up with the balance); installation of speed bumps in the north-
south alley.  We know for a fact that in the City of Los Angeles, the Department of 
Transportation would not allow installation of speed bumps in an alley, and the speed bumps 
would be to slow down the residents of the single family dwellings, not the Din/Cal project.
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DRH&NA’s position is that the community amenities that are offered cannot in any way 
diminish the negative environmental impacts of the project as it is proposed.

At our April 2010 board meeting, Josh Vasbinder said that if they did not get the upzoning to R-
4, they would seek a density bonus for R-3 that would allow them to increase the height of the 
project to 45 feet.   According to Vasbinder, an R-3 project “just doesn’t work.”  However, to 
get the density bonus, SB 1818 would require Din/Cal to prove that the project would not be 
economically viable without the density bonus.  The “affordable housing” units would also be 
locked in for 30 years, so the property could not be converted to saleable condominium units. 

The developer is seeking to upzone the 4.9 acre parcel so it can build 216 apartments in a four 
story complex. Vasbinder states that the project density will be 50 units/acre whereas the 
apartments next door are 99 units/acre, i.e. the Din/Cal apartments are larger.  This comparison 
of density is not equitable because the existing apartment buildings were built with underground 
parking to meet the allowed zoning (35 ft. height) whereas the Din/Cal apartments intend to erect 
a 60 foot tall above ground parking structure. So the lower density per acre of the Din/Cal project 
does not translate into a lesser impact, on the contrary the size of the Din/Cal project is much 
larger.

The parking garage has been placed to abut the existing apartment renters on the south side. The 
design is such so that the new residents of the proposed development can park on the same level 
where they live (“wrap design”). While this design may be a nice amenity for the new tenants, it 
will create a 60 foot tall wall of continuous gas emissions, noise and vibrations to the existing 
apartment renters who live in the 35 foot tall buildings on Jefferson Blvd. Why can’t this 
developer (Din/Cal) be as conscientious as the adjoining three developers and spend the money 
on proper design to build parking underground? 

The present R-3 zoning would authorize construction of 132 apartments or a project of  28 – 30 
townhomes (6 units/acre). Din/ Cal is requesting a change in zoning to allow 216 units. Josh 
Vasbinder stated that the project will provide housing, which is something that is needed in Los 
Angeles.  However, we believe Din/Cal is overutilizing a site that does not have enough 
infrastructure. 

The primary access to the property will be on Grosvenor Blvd. between the single family 
residences to the north (Beatrice St.) and the north side of this project. There will also be access 
down a 28 foot wide alley between the project and the apartment buildings on Jefferson Blvd.. 

Grosvenor Blvd. is a cul-de-sac, so traffic on Grosvenor cannot turn right or left into any side 
streets (other than this alley) to get out of the area.    

The north-south alley that runs between Lucile St. and Jefferson Blvd. is closed to northbound 
traffic at Juniette St..  The alley is not straight, and the width varies from 20’ to 25’ wide.  The 
Juniette/Centinela Ave. intersection is not a controlled intersection, and it is located only one 
block north of Jefferson Blvd., so when traffic on Centinela Ave. backs up past Juniette St., there 
is no way to get in/out.

Page 2 of 4 

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

3.0-124



Millenium Playa del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
October 2010

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1052.001

It can be anticipated that drivers will continue to use the alley between the apartment buildings 
and the project as a cut-through to reach Centinela Ave. or Jefferson Blvd. from Grosvenor 
Blvd..   A signal at Grosvenor Blvd./Jefferson Blvd. will not solve the problem. 

The four office buildings in Playa Vista (400,000 sq. ft.) are not yet occupied, and Playa Vista 
Phase II has not yet been built, so the impact of that traffic on the Jefferson/Centinela 
intersection is unknown. 

The Vasbinder letter talks about the project’s effect on local traffic, but it does not address the 
difficulty that project residents will face when they try to get in/out of the project. 

The Vasbinder letter stated that because this will be a rental project, it will not be required to pay 
any Quimby funds.  However, if one assumes that the Dinerstein project will bring 500 new 
residents to the area, and the national standard is three acres of parks for every 1000 residents, 
the project should add 1.5 acres of parkland to the local infrastructure.

Vasbinder suggested that the residents would have access to the parks being built in Playa Vista 
Phase II, but the acreage of those parks was calculated based on the people that Playa Vista 
would be adding to the area.

The Housing Element of the Los Angeles County General Plan seeks to promote walkable, 
mixed use neighborhoods near employment and transit.  This project does not fit that bill. If one 
wanted to take a bus down Centinela Ave. from Jefferson Blvd. to Venice Blvd., it would take 1 
hr. and 15 minutes or 1 hr. and 40 minutes, and for either available route, one would need to 
change buses at least once. In other words, it would be faster to walk. 

In Los Angeles County, the monthly affordable rent for a one bedroom apartment (2 persons) is 
$1,366 for a family of moderate income ($59,600 per year for two persons).  Half of this project 
will be one bedroom apartments, and the rents for all of the units are slated to be well above the 
"affordable" rate (average $2500 per month per Vasbinder.)

The state density bonus law (Government Code section 65915ff) is an incentive setup.  A 
developer that wants a density bonus must show that the project would not be economically 
viable without the zoning variance.  We suggest the County of Los Angeles require a similar 
showing if you are going to consider an upzoning from R-3 to R-4, particularly given that this 
project will not increase the stock of affordable housing in any way. 

On April 27, 2010, LA City Councilman Bill Rosendahl sent a letter to Anthony Curzi at the 
Department of Regional Planning expressing his concerns regarding the project and urging Los 
Angeles County to deny the request for a general plan amendment and to deny the request for a 
zone change.

During the last week of April, myself and other community members met with Karly Katona, 
deputy to Supervisor Mark Ridley-Thomas, to express our concerns with the design of the 
project, which has not changed since the proposal was presented to us in 2008.  The supervisor’s 
staff suggested a meeting between the neighbors and the developer. The developer has made it 
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Page 4 of 4 

clear to us in public meetings that a change in their design “will not pencil out” for them. We 
urge the county to look beyond the fiscal interests of this developer and consider the impact of 
this project. We will continue to meet with the developer and hope that they can offer a design 
that will reduce the environmental impacts of this project on the residents near it.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Zamora 
President, Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association 
P.O. Box 661450 
Los Angeles, CA 90066 
president@delreyhome.org 
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Comment Letter No. 41

Elizabeth Zamora, President
Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association
P.O. Box 661450
Los Angeles, California 90066
Letter dated May 9, 2010

Comment 41.1

The comment states the Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association is providing comments on the

Draft EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their

deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.2

The commenter states opposition to the proposed project and that the project conflicts with the existing

land use plans of the General Plan. Please refer to Topical Response 1: Project Density and Land Use

Compatibility, Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access, and Topical Response 3: Project Design and

Height.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.3

The commenter expresses an opinion that the project be built as allowed under the current General Plan

with no zone change. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during

their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.4

The commenter states the project applicant has not been receptive to requests from neighborhood

residents to change the project. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration

during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or

content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is

required.

The project site plan has been redesigned after a series of numerous community meetings. The number of

residential units proposed in the project has been reduced due to input from community stakeholders.
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The proposed parking garage has been redesigned to be smaller, shorter, and completely sealed. Please

refer to the Recirculated Draft EIR Project Description section which fully describes the changes to the

project analyzed in the Draft EIR.

In addition, please refer to Topical Response 1: Project Density and Land Use Compatibility, Topical

Response 2: Traffic and Access, and Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height, for additional

information.

Comment 41.5

The commenter describes community benefits proposed by the applicant and states the benefits cannot

diminish the environmental impacts as proposed. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code

and Section 15093(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decisions of the public agency

allows the occurrence of significant impacts identified in the Final EIR that are not substantially lessened

or avoided, the lead agency must state in writing the reasons to support its action based on the Final EIR

and/or other information in the record. Article I of the City’s CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the

State CEQA Guidelines contained in Title 15, California Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 et seq. and

thereby requires, pursuant to Section 15093 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, that the decision maker

adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that

significant adverse environmental effects identified in the Final EIR cannot be substantially lessened or

avoided. The findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on substantial evidence

in the record, including but not limited to the Final EIR, the source references in the Final EIR, and other

documents and material that constitute the record of proceedings. Accordingly, the County will be

required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations if it decides to approve the proposed project.

The Statement of Overriding Considerations must balance the benefits of the project against the

significant and unavoidable impacts created by the project.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.6

The comment discusses a potential density bonus project if the proposed project was not approved. This

comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the

proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment 41.7

The commenter asserts the Draft EIR density analysis is flawed because the apartment complex to the

south of the project site includes subterranean parking and a height of 35 feet. Density is calculated as the

total number of units divided by the acreage of the project site. Even if the proposed project including

subterranean parking, the density would remain the same. This comment will be forwarded to the

decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not

directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.8

The commenter states the parking garage would create a 60 feet wall of continuous gas emissions, noise

and vibrations and wants the project to include subterranean parking. The commenter provides no

substantial evidence that the garage would create significant environmental impacts. Please refer to

response Comment 38.5 for a detailed discussion on the garage.

The Draft EIR fully analyzed air quality, noise, and traffic impacts of the proposed project. While the

project would create temporary significant noise and air quality impacts during construction, there

would be no significant air quality, noise or traffic impacts from operation of the proposed project. The

existing Club Marina apartment complex located directly across the southern alley to the south of the

project site is approximately 49 feet tall from grade on Jefferson Boulevard and approximately 37 feet tall

from grade directly adjacent to the alley. The proposed project will increase the width of the existing alley

from 25 feet to 28 feet to create more distance between the proposed parking garage and existing Club

Marina apartment complex. Further, the proposed parking garage will have a maximum height of 35 feet,

which is 2 feet lower than the height of the existing Club Marina apartment complex that is across the

existing alley adjacent to the project site on the southern boundary.

A total of 353 parking spaces (329 spaces in a parking garage, 20 parking spaces in private garages, and 4

on-grade parking spaces opposite the leasing office) would be provided as a part of the proposed project.

The 329-space parking garage would have a maximum height of 35 feet and is proposed to be sealed on

all sides and mechanically ventilated to reduce noise and vehicle emissions along the southern alley. The

sealed parking garage will be designed with façades that resemble a multi-family residential structure so

that it does not appear to be a parking garage. By sealing the proposed parking garage, providing an

internal ventilation system, and adding architectural facades to the exterior, the potential for air quality,

noise, and aesthetics impacts are avoided through project design features. Please refer to Topical

Response 3: Project Design and Height, for additional information.

Also refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for additional information.
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Comment 41.9

The commenter states an opinion that the proposed project is overutilizing a site does not have enough

infrastructure. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their

deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.10

The comment describes the proposed access of the project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy

or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is

required.

Comment 41.11

The comment describes the current design and function of Grosvenor Boulevard. The comment is not

directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.12

The commenter describes the traffic pattern and dimensions of the north-south alley to the south of the

project site and assert that when the traffic backs up on Centinela Avenue past Juniette Street, there is no

way to get in or out. Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for a detailed discussion on

existing and future alley conditions.

Comment 41.13

The commenter states that vehicles will continue to use the alley as a cut-through to reach Centinela

Avenue or Jefferson Boulevard from Grosvenor Boulevard and that a signal at Jefferson Boulevard and

Grosvenor Boulevard will not solve the problem. Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access

for a detailed discussion on existing and future alley conditions.

Comment 41.14

The commenter states the four office buildings at Playa Vista are not yet occupied and Playa II has not

been built, so the impact of that traffic impact at Jefferson and Centinela is unknown.

The project’s potential traffic and circulation impacts were assessed in a traffic study prepared by RAJU

Associates, Inc. in December 2009. This traffic study is included as Appendix 4.5 Traffic Impact Analysis

in the Draft EIR. This traffic study was prepared in consultation with the Los Angeles Department of

Transportation (LADOT) and was approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

Traffic and Lighting Division (LACDPW). In order to properly evaluate the potential impact of the
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proposed project on the local street system, the Traffic Study estimated the traffic volumes both with and

without the Project projected to 2013. The Future Year 2013 without the Project was first developed

including estimates for background growth in area-wide trip making and trips generated by future

developments in the vicinity of the study area. The Future (2013) without Project traffic represents the

cumulative base conditions. The Cumulative (2013) Base traffic projections reflect growth in traffic from

two primary sources: Firstly, the background or ambient growth to reflect the effects of overall area-wide

regional growth both within and outside the study area; and secondly, from traffic generated by specific

cumulative projects located within, or in the vicinity of, the study area. The second potential source of

traffic growth in the study area is that expected from other future development projects in the vicinity.

These "cumulative projects" are those developments that are planned and expected to be in place within

the same timeframe as the proposed project. Data describing cumulative projects in the area was solicited

from the City of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, and City of Culver City. Thirty-eight cumulative

projects were identified within the study area. The locations of these projects are shown in Figure 5 of the

Traffic Study. The trip generation estimates for the related projects were provided by the City of Los

Angeles, the City of Culver City and from traffic studies for specific related projects indicated in Table 3

of the Traffic Study. Table 3 summarizes the trip generation of related projects. As indicated in Table 3,

the cumulative projects are expected to generate approximately 11,316 trips during the morning peak

hour and 14,372 trips during the evening peak hour. The geographic distribution and the traffic

assignment of the cumulative projects were performed and the results are illustrated in Figure 6. These

related projects’ traffic estimates were added to the Existing plus Ambient Growth (2013) traffic to obtain

the Cumulative (2013) Base traffic volumes. Figure 7 provides the Cumulative (2013) Base traffic volumes

at each of the analysis intersections during both AM and PM peak hours. These volumes represent Future

(2013) Cumulative Base (without project) conditions.

Comment 41.15

The commenter states a letter from the project developer does not address the difficulty the project

residents will endure when they access the proposed project. Please see Topical Response 2: Traffic and

Access. The Draft EIR concluded the project would provide sufficient access and would not create a

significant impact. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their

deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.16

The commenter references a letter from the project developer that Quimby fees will not be required

because apartments are proposed and asserts the project should provide 1.5 acres of parkland to the local

infrastructure. Park fees (Quimby) are only required by the County in conjunction with an approved

3.0-131



3.0 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Impact Sciences, Inc. Millennium-Playa Del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
1052.001 October 2010

residential subdivision. See Los Angeles County Municipal Code Section 21.28.140 Park fees required

when—Computation and use.

The County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation has recommended that no park fees are

required for this project. In addition, the future publicly accessible parks will be built for Playa Vista,

which will appropriately serve the new residents of the Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartments project.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.17

The commenter states the project developer advised that residents of the proposed project would have

access to the parks being built in the Playa Vista Phase II Project and that the acreage of those parks was

based on the number of residents in the Playa Vista Phase II Project. This comment will be forwarded to

the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is

not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.18

The commenter states that the Housing Element seeks to promote walkable, mixed use neighborhoods

near employment and transit and that the proposed project does not meet this goal. This comment states

one objective of the Housing Element.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.19

The commenter states the average rent for the project’s one bedroom units would be greater than the

monthly affordable rent for a family of moderate income. This comment will be forwarded to the decision

makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed

at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no

further response is required.

Comment 41.20

The commenter states that the County should require a project applicant to show feasibility of a project

that requests a zone change, similar to the State density bonus law. This comment will be forwarded to
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the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is

not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 41.21

The commenter references a letter from City of Los Angeles Councilman Bill Rosendahl that expresses

concern regarding the project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project.

Comment 41.22

The commenter urges the County to consider the impacts of the proposed project and offers to continue

and meet with the project developer in hope to design the proposed project and reduce the

environmental impacts. Since the Draft EIR was published, the project developer has revised the project.

Please refer to the Recirculation Draft EIR Project Description section for details. This comment will be

forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.

The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 42

Mickey Shockley
12460 Lucile Street
Los Angeles, California 90066
Letter dated May 9, 2010

Comment 42.1

The commenter states the since the nearby single family homes and local school was constructed in the

1940’s and 1950’s, there has been an increase in different types of development. This comment will be

forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.

The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 42.2

The commenter describes the type of recent development located to the west of the project site. This

comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the

proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 42.3

The commenter describes the type of Play Vista development located to the south of the project site. This

comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the

proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 42.4

The commenter states the Marina Freeway has no noise barrier wall and there is extreme noise with

traffic and air pollution. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during

their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 42.5

The commenter states Jefferson Boulevard has six lanes of traffic with noise and air pollution. This

comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the

proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment 42.6

The commenter describes the type of traffic on Centinela Avenue. This comment will be forwarded to the

decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not

directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 42.7

The commenter states the area development has created health risks. This comment will be forwarded to

the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is

not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 42.8

The commenter states the area development as described in the letter has created environmental issues

relating to noise, traffic, parking, air quality, utilities, public services, and lack of open space. This

comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the

proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 42.9

The commenter states the proposed project will add to the problems described in Comment 42.7.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 42.10

The commenter states the proposed project is too tall with too many units. Please refer to Topical

Response 1: Project Density and Land Use Compatibility, Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access, and

Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height, for additional information.

Comment 42.11

The commenter expresses general displeasure with development in general. This comment will be

forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.

The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment 42.12

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed zone change. This comment will be forwarded to

the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is

not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 42.13

The commenter provides their contact information. This comment will be forwarded to the decision

makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed

at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no

further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 43

Wayne Avrashow
16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 920
Encino, California 91436
Letter dated May 17, 2010

Comment 43.1

The commenter represents the ownership of 12435 W. Jefferson Boulevard. This comment will be

forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.

The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 43.2

Commenter states the project’s 1,433 vehicle trips per day will funnel onto the alley and that a

reconfigured site plan that utilizes the existing Juniette and Grosvenor points of access could avoid

numerous environmental impacts. The commenter does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based

on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the assertion that a reconfigured plan could

avoid environmental impact related to traffic. The Draft EIR concluded that after mitigation, the

proposed project would not create a significant impact related to traffic and access. With provision of a

traffic signal at the intersection of Grosvenor Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard, traffic in the project

vicinity would be better regulated and would flow better.

Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access, and the Recirculated Draft EIR Traffic and Access

Section for additional information.

Comment 43.3

The commenter references an attached report from Menlo Scientific Acoustics, Inc. that asserts the Draft

EIR omits an analysis of the project’s many acoustical impacts and fails to adequately analyze the noise

impacts from operation of the project and garage. The commenter claims the Draft EIR concludes there is

a significant noise impact, exceeding thresholds of significance for “Jefferson, between Grosvenor and

Centinela”. The commenter asserts the Draft EIR states that with closed windows and air conditioning in

place, interior noise standards would be achieved and no impact would occur. The commenter asserts

this is not an adequate mitigation measure because the Club Marina apartments do not have air

conditioning and no impacts could only be achieved in the apartment owners retrofit the building with

air conditioning.

In Section 4.3, Noise, of the Draft EIR, existing conditions noise monitoring was conducted in multiple

locations and noise modeling using anticipated traffic generation numbers for the proposed project was
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done to assess the potential for operational noise impacts after project completion. Table 4.3-6, Interior

Noise Impacts with Windows Open indicates that existing noise levels with open windows currently

exceed the interior noise standards. Table 4.3-7, Operational Noise On-Site Impacts, indicates that exterior

noise levels would increase as a result of traffic by less than 1.0 dB(A). It was determined in the noise

impact analysis for the proposed project that temporary and sporadic significant and unavoidable noise

impacts are anticipated to occur during construction of the proposed project. No feasible mitigation

measure could be provided to reduce these significant impacts to less than significant levels during

project construction. This comment states that the proposed project and its parking garage would result

in creating “long-term significant noise and air quality impacts.” This opinion is not supported by any

quantitative or qualitative data, and does not reflect the analysis and findings contained in the Draft EIR.

The Menlo Scientific Acoustics comments suggest that the Draft EIR failed to analyze construction and

operational noise impacts. This is refuted by the Section 4.3, Noise, of the Draft EIR, which analyzed the

construction noise impacts and concluded that it is a significant and unavoidable impact. Mitigation

measures 4.3-1 through 4.3-4 are proposed to reduce the severity of construction noise impacts, but not to

less than significant. The same Section 4.3, Noise, of the Draft EIR analyzed the operational noise impacts

summarized in Table 4.3-7, Operational Noise On-Site Impacts, and concluded that operational noise is

not a significant impact. In regard to operational noise impacts along the alley separating the project site

from the apartment buildings along Jefferson Boulevard, there are currently more than 1,000 vehicle trips

per day within the alley. However, the number of trips, inclusive of project egress trips, would likely

decrease with the implementation of the traffic signal at Grosvenor and Jefferson Boulevard since the

majority of the current alley vehicle trips will be removed. Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic

and Access for discussion on alley trip reduction.

Reference to existing ambient noise levels on Jefferson Boulevard exceeding current County of Los

Angeles standards and the use of air conditioners are specific to operational noise impact analysis for

new residents who would move to the Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartments complex. Individuals

living in the existing apartments along Jefferson Boulevard are already exposed to noise levels that

exceed County noise standards.

Comment 43.4

No significant impact associated with the design of the proposed parking garage has been identified in

the Draft EIR, or in this comment letter for any environmental topic at a project or cumulative level.

Mitigation measures are only proposed to mitigate impacts that have been identified through

quantitative or qualitative means. No quantitative and qualitative data identifying an impact associated
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with the parking garage has been provided. Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary to mitigate

an impact that does not exist.

Please refer to Topical Response 1: Project Density and Land Use Compatibility, Topical Response 2:

Traffic and Access, and Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height, for additional information.

Comment 43.5

For a detailed response in regards to density and land use compatibility, please refer to Topical Response

1: Density and Land Use Compatibility.

Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, of the public Draft EIR assessed the potential impacts of the

proposed project in regards to adopted planning regulations and found the proposed project would not

result in a project or cumulative level significant and unavoidable impact.

Comment 43.6

The traffic study that assessed potential impacts of the proposed project was prepared in consultation

with the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LA DOT) and was approved by the County of Los

Angeles Department of Public Works Traffic and Lighting Division (LACDPW). This consultation and

approval included substantive review and agreement with existing conditions, trip credit, trip generation,

trip distribution, future conditions, related projects, cumulative impacts, etc. assumptions used by RAJU

Associates, Inc to conduct the analysis.

Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for further information.

Comment 43.7

Please refer to response to Comment 43.6 above.

The comment by Overland Traffic Consultants, Inc. referencing an unsigned Memorandum of

Understanding (MOU) implies unfamiliarity with the County of Los Angeles environmental review

process. All information incorporated into a Draft EIR, including the technical reports accompanying the

Draft EIR as appendices, are reviewed by County staff for their independent review and judgment. It is

not until County staff is satisfied that the contents of the Draft EIR provide the decision makers with

sufficient information to make an informed decision on the discretionary requests that a Draft EIR is

released for public review. In addition, it is not clear to what the commenter claims is the “signed” MOU

as compared to the “unsigned” MOU, as neither figure has a signature. The claimed “signed” MOU

comes from an earlier traffic study by Raju Associates, Inc. that was revised in December 2009 under

review of County of Los Angeles Traffic and Lighting Division for incorporation into the March 2010

Draft EIR. The “unsigned” MOU is a figure from the March 2010 Draft EIR, the source of which is the
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December 2009 revised traffic report of Raju Associates, Inc. and reviewed and approved by the Traffic

and Lighting Division.

Comment 43.8

Aesthetics, light, and glare were all assessed in details in the Draft EIR in Section 4.6 Visual Resources.

Project and site-specific visual simulations were prepared for impact analysis. Additionally, shade and

shadow simulations were prepared to assess the potential impacts to occur as a result of development of

the proposed project. No shadows would be cast on the apartment buildings along Jefferson Boulevard

because the proposed new building will be to the north of the existing structures. This analysis is found

subsection 4.6.4.4, Project Analysis (Shade/Shadow).

The existing Club Marina apartment complex located directly across the southern alley to the south of the

project site is approximately 49 feet tall from grade on Jefferson Boulevard and approximately 37 feet tall

from grade directly adjacent to the alley. The proposed project will increase the width of the existing alley

from 25 feet to 28 feet to create more distance between the proposed parking garage and existing Club

Marina apartment complex. Further, the proposed parking garage will have a maximum height of 35 feet,

which is 2 feet lower than the height of the existing Club Marina apartment complex that is across the

existing alley adjacent to the project site on the southern boundary.

A total of 353 parking spaces (329 spaces in a parking garage, 20 parking spaces in private garages, and 4

on-grade parking spaces opposite the leasing office) would be provided as a part of the proposed project.

The 329-space parking garage would have a maximum height of 35 feet and is proposed to be sealed on

all sides and mechanically ventilated to reduce noise and vehicle emissions along the southern alley. The

sealed parking garage will be designed with facades that resemble a multi-family residential structure so

that it does not appear to be a parking garage. By sealing the proposed parking garage, providing an

internal ventilation system, and adding architectural facades to the exterior, the potential for air quality,

noise, and aesthetics impacts are avoided through project design features. Please refer to Topical

Response 3: Project Design and Height, for additional information.

Comment 43.9

A Subsequent EIR and a Supplemental EIR can only prepared after a project has a certified Final EIR. No

EIR has been certified for this proposed project at this time.

As described by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, project objectives were are included in the Draft

EIR. The opinion that the project objectives were “conclusionary and based upon non-relevant

information” has no basis in CEQA.
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Comment 43.10

The project objectives identified by the project applicant in the project description of the Draft EIR are

described by the commenter as “conclusionary and based upon non-relevant information.” The project

objectives were identified by the project applicant and accepted by the County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning. California Administrative Code Title 14, State CEQA Guidelines Section

15124 Project Description states:

(b) A statement of objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement of
objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in
the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding
considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying
purpose of the project.

As described by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, project objectives were are included in the Draft

EIR. The opinion that the project objectives were “conclusionary and based upon non-relevant

information” has no basis in CEQA.

The commenter states the claim that the project’s objective to provide needed housing is refuted by “third

party expert studies” that do not find that there is a shortage of housing in Los Angeles County, or that

there is a need for multi-family residential housing in Los Angeles County. This opinion stated by the

commenter contradicts the information and findings contained in the adopted Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning Housing Element from 2008.

As described by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, project objectives were are included in the Draft

EIR. The opinion that the project objectives were “conclusionary and based upon non-relevant

information” has no basis in CEQA.

Comment 43.11

Section 15126.6 Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project states the following:

Alternatives to the Proposed Project. An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to

the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives

of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project,

and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every

conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially

feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is

not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for

selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning

for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the
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alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of

Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Re43nts of the

University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).

Comment 43.12

Construction and operational air quality impacts anticipated to result from the proposed project were

assessed in Section 4.4 Air Quality of the Draft EIR. On page 4.4-65 of the Draft EIR, it is stated that “VOC

[Volatile Organic Compounds] emissions would exceed SCAQMD’s [South Coast Air Quality

Management District’s] threshold of significance during 2012; therefore, construction of the proposed

project would have a significant impact on air quality.” Table 4.4-15, Estimated Unmitigated Operational

Emissions, indicates that the project impacts will not exceed the established thresholds.

Comment 43.13

Please refer to responses to Comment 43.8 above.

Comment 43.14

Please refer to responses to Comment 43.4 above.

Comment 43.15

Please refer to responses to Comment 43.6 above.

Comment 43.16

Please refer to responses to Comments 43.6 and 43.11 above.

3.0-148



Millenium Playa del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
October 2010

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1052.001

Letter No. 43A

1

3.0-149



Millenium Playa del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
October 2010

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1052.001

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

3.0-150



Millenium Playa del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
October 2010

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1052.001

8

9

3.0-151



Millenium Playa del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
October 2010

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1052.001

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

3.0-152



Millenium Playa del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
October 2010

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1052.001

24

25

26

27

3.0-153



Millenium Playa del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
October 2010

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1052.001

3.0-154



3.0 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Impact Sciences, Inc. Millennium-Playa Del Mar Apartments Project Final EIR
1052.001 October 2010

Comment Letter No. 43A

Neil A. Shaw
Menlo Scientific Acoustics, Inc.
120 North Topanga Canyon Boulevard, Suite 105
Topanga, California 90290
Letter dated May 17, 2010

Comment 43A.1

This comment summarizes aspects of the Draft EIR noise analysis that are considered to be deficient or

not adequately addressed. The commenter’s more detailed critique of the Draft EIR noise analysis is

contained in two appendices attached to his comment letter and is indicated below. These comments

concern nighttime noise, common area noise, and operational noise.

Section 4.3, Noise, of the Draft EIR analyzes both construction and operational noise impacts and

concludes that the project construction noise impacts are unavoidably significant, but operational noise

impacts are not considered significant. Further details on these topics are discussed in the responses

below.

Comment 43A.2

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR findings are selective and may not indicate the level of noise

impact the project may have on neighboring residences. In addition, this comment claims that

heating-ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment were not part of the noise analysis.

The Section 4.3, Noise, of the Draft EIR analyzed the operational noise impacts summarized in Table 4.3-7

Operational Noise On-Site Impacts and concluded that operational noise is not a significant impact. This

analysis included discussion of potential noise impacts to adjacent residences. Because the HVAC

equipment will be roof mounted and will include sound attenuation barriers this noise would be less

than significant.

Comment 43A.3

This comment asserts that the noise analysis interchangeably used Leq and CNEL. These terms,

Equivalent Noise Level (Leq) and Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) respectively, are defined in

subsection 4.3.2, Characteristics of Noise, of the Draft EIR within in subsections 4.3.2.1, Equivalent Noise

Level, and 4.3.2.2, Community Noise Equivalent Level, respectively, and are not used interchangeably;

for example, see Table 4.3-8 Future Operational Noise On-Site Impacts were both terms are used and are

calculated differently.
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Comment 43A.4

This comment provides definitions of the terms Leq and CNEL and describes how each are used. The

comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR.

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required. The comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations

on the proposed project.

Comment 43A.5

This comment claims the audible sounds that would emanate from the proposed project are not

discussed in the Draft EIR. This claim is not correct because the operational noise impacts from the

project are analyzed in subsection 4.3.6.5, Impact Analysis, Threshold 3 in the Draft EIR clearly described

the following: “Noise generated within the proposed parking structure would include tires squealing, car

alarms sounding, car stereos, and horns honking. These sources could result in a substantial permanent

increase in ambient noise levels at the adjacent single- and multi-family residences, respectively.” The

analysis further concludes that these impacts would be less than significant.

Comment 43A.6

This comment claims that the Draft EIR does not discuss “impulsive” and “intrusive” noises as part of the

noise impact analysis. County of Los Angeles Environmental Protection Code 12.08.190 and 12.08.210,

respectively, define “impulsive“ noise as “a sound of short duration, usually less than one second and of

high intensity, with an abrupt onset and rapid decay” and “intrusive” noise as “offensive noise which

intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at the receptor property.” Subsection 4.3.6.5, Impact

Analysis, Threshold 3 in the Draft EIR include mention of horn honking (impulsive) and vehicles

traveling within the parking structure or along the alleyway (intrusive) and considered in the noise

impact analysis.

Comment 43A.7

This comment claims that only daytime noise impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR. The daytime

noise levels are used because they are the loudest and have the potential for causing the greatest impact.

Nighttime noise is considerably softer and is less prominent. Using the daytime noise levels provides the

most conservative impact analysis.

Comment 43A.8

This comment claims that the Draft EIR does not discuss the “canyon effect,” which is defined in the

comment as a sound that does not dissipate. It is not known how a sound could not dissipate but even

sound that may echo off parallel walls would decrease with each successive deflection off a wall. The
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traffic noise currently along the alley is an existing noise source and this traffic will decrease with project

implementation, reducing the current noise levels along the alleyway. Please refer to Topical Response 2:

Traffic and Access for discussion on the reduction of traffic along the alley.

Comment 43A.9

This comment states that there is no description of the building heating, ventilation and air conditioning

mechanical systems, with no analysis of impacts on the neighboring residences. This comment is correct

that no specific description of the HVAC equipment was included in the Section 3.0 Project Description.

The project will make use of roof-mounted HVAC equipment with noise attenuation barriers

surrounding the equipment as is common with current construction standards. With the roof-mounted

equipment setback from the edge of the building, no direct noise levels exceeding the County noise

standards would occur.

Comment 43A.10

This comment states that in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR that discussion of operational noise was absent.

This statement is correct because Section 2.5 is issues to be resolved/areas of controversy. Because the

Draft EIR noise analysis concludes that project operational noise is less than significant, this is not an

issue to be resolved or an area of controversy.

Comment 43A.11

This comment states that Table 2.0-1, Summary of Project Impacts of the Draft EIR does not list

operational noise impacts under Section 4.3 of the table and traffic-related noise impacts under Section 4.5

of the table. The comment also states that noise is not mentioned in Section 5.0 of the same table.

This statement is correct because the Draft EIR concludes that operational noise impact to be less than

significant and therefore would not require mitigation, which is the purpose of Table 2.0-1. Traffic-related

noise impacts, which are less than significant for this project, would not be discussed under Section 4.5

because that section analyzes impacts associated with traffic, not the secondary impacts associated form

operation of vehicles such as noise. All impact associated with noise are analyzed within Section 4.3

Noise of the Draft EIR. Section 5.0, Effects Found Not To Be Significant, would not contain noise because

construction noise impacts are concluded to be a temporary significant impact.

Comment 43A.12

This comment states that the Figure 3.0-2, Playa del Mar Site Plan, makes no note of “canyon effect”

(which is not defined) between Courts 1, 2, and 5. This statement is correct because “canyon effect,”

which this commenter associated with noise effects, is not part of the project site plan. Noise analysis is

contained in Section 4.3, Noise of the Draft EIR.
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Comment 43A.13

This comment states that Figure 3.0-3, Building Elevations: South and North, makes no note that the

parking structure is essentially open to buildings to the south with essentially no attenuation for sound.

This statement is correct because Figure 3.0-3 provides visual information of the conceptual building

design and therefore, no note would be expected. However, the project design has been changed in the

Recirculated Draft EIR and the parking structure is no longer an open structure but a closed building now

providing noise attenuation to the apartment buildings to the south.

Comment 43A.14

This comment states that subsection 3.4.1.3 does not mention that the project will increase traffic in alley

in accessing parking structure. This statement is correct because there is no subsection 3.4.1.3 in the Draft

EIR. Please refer to Topical Response 2: Traffic and Access for discussion on the reduction of traffic

along the alley with project implementation.

Comment 43A.15

This comment states that subsection 4.1.4.4.1.1, Land Use Designation, of the Draft EIR only mentions

construction phase noise and does no mention operational phase noise as an impact. This statement is not

correct because this is the Land Use and Planning section of the Draft EIR and noise, construction or

operational, is not mentioned at all in the section.

Comment 43A.16

This comment quotes “This section describes potential noise impacts that would occur as a result of

project construction and operation” from subsection 4.3.1, Introduction, of the Draft EIR and states that

only existing traffic noise is discussed. This statement is correct because subsection 4.3.1, Introduction,

contains only introductory information. The analysis of project noise impacts is found in Section 4.3.6

Project Impacts, within which both construction and operational noise impacts are assessed.

Comment 43A.17

This comment states that Table 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR does not specify distance from noise source to

apartment window. This statement is correct because Table 4.3-1 Outside to Inside Noise Attenuation is a

general list of a variety of building types and comparing the noise attenuation of the construction

materials, which is independent of the distance from the noise source.

Comment 43A.18

This comment asks why barriers from parking garage (source) to windows (receivers) are on opposite

side of alley in Figure 4.3-2 of Section 4.3, Noise, of the Draft EIR. The question of why barriers in Figure

4.3-2 Noise Attenuation by Barriers is not valid because this figure is for general demonstration only and
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does refer to the project design. Its reference in the Draft EIR is the following: “Manmade or natural

barriers can attenuate sound levels, as illustrated in Figure 4.3-2, Noise Attenuation by Barriers.”

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy or content of the Draft

EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 43A.19

This comment asks why Table 4.3-4 in the Draft EIR does not indicate nighttime noise levels. Only

daytime noise levels are included in Table 4.3-4, Existing Noise Levels, because the table summarizes the

data collected from 24 hour noise monitoring and reflect the highest noise levels. Nighttime noise is

considerably lower in volume and would not represent a worst case analysis.

Comment 43A.20

This comment asks if the maximum Leq measured in subsection 4.3.5 of the Draft EIR was a 24-hour

survey and what was the Leq minimum level. The comment also asks about the use of a histogram for the

noise evaluation. The Leq listed in subsection 4.3.5 was calculated using data collected from a 24-hour

survey. The minimum Leq level was not included because it just one of many data sources used to

calculate the Leq. The maximum Leq is used because it represents a worst case analysis. The comment’s

reference to histograms in Chapter 12.08.390 Exterior noise standards—Citations for violations authorized

when of the County of Los Angeles Environmental Protection Code is not a requirement except when

verifying a violation of the noise section of the County Code.

Comment 43A.21

This comment states that Table 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR contains no data or the calculations for the results

presented. This statement is correct because the use of a table within an environmental document

typically summarizes the results from an analysis of data. In case of Table 4.3-5, the data information is

contained in Appendix 4.3 of the Draft EIR.

Comment 43A.22

This comment states that although the proposed project may be air-conditioned, the residences to the

north and the south may not be air conditioned. The comment claims that the canyon effect may prevent

project noises from being attenuated. The comment also states that exterior noise levels will be greater at

the property line than experienced at a residence.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy or content of the Draft

EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required. The
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comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their

deliberations on the proposed project.

Comment 43A.23

This comment states that Table 4.3-7, Operational Noise On-Site Impacts, of the Draft EIR presents only

traffic noise and noise from parking lot, HVAC, common area events, are not considered.

This statement is correct that Table 4.3-7, Operational Noise On-Site Impacts, does not include certain

operational noise impacts specifically because this table depicts the results from modeling roadway noise,

which is the most prominent noise source in the project vicinity.

Comment 43A.24

This comment states that subsection 4.3.6.5 of the Draft EIR does not present parking activities noise in

the noise analysis.

This comment is not accurate. Section 4.3, Noise, of the Draft EIR does consider noise generated within

the proposed parking structure. Page 4.3-19 states “Noise generated within the proposed parking

structure would include tires squealing, car alarms sounding, car stereos and horns honking. These

sources could result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels at the adjacent single-

and multi-family residences, respectively.” The Draft EIR concludes that noise impacts attributable to

noise generated by vehicles traveling within the parking structure is less than significant because the

noise would be temporary and periodic and occur most intensely during the AM and PM peak periods.

Comment 43A.25

This comment states that subsection 4.3.6.6 of the Draft EIR that periodic noise increase resulting peak

traffic along the access driveways was not addressed.

This statement is correct that subsection 4.3.6.6 does not include the operational noise of traffic along the

access driveways because the section analyzed temporary and periodic noise impacts associated with

construction activities. The project-related traffic using the access driveway would be an ongoing noise

source and not temporary.

Comment 43A.26

This comment states that subsection 4.3.7, of the Draft EIR does not discuss HVAC noise impacts, during

the night or day. This statement is accurate. Subsection 4.3.7, Cumulative Impacts, discusses the

cumulative noise impacts associated with the primary source of noise in the project area, roadway noise

from vehicle traffic. This noise associated with HVAC is a minor component of the overall ambient noise

and would not contribute perceptible noise to these cumulative impacts.
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Comment 43A.27

This comment repeats that subsection 4.3.8 of the Draft EIR states “Operational noise impacts are not

considered significant.” This commenter questions that conclusion without investigation of the HVAC,

parking activities, common area activities. This comment concerns the summary conclusion found in

subsection 4.3.8, Level of Significance After Mitigation. Because operational noise impacts are found to be

less than significant under subsection 4.3.6, Project Impacts, where noise associated with operational

noise sources such as parking activities, then the conclusion in subsection 4.3.8 of less than significant is

consistent with the Draft EIR analysis. Please refer to response to Comment 43A.24 above.
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Comment Letter No. 43B

Ebrahim Abe Simantob
L.A. Private Eyes Geotechnical Engineers
1373 Westwood Boulevard, Suite A
Los Angeles, California 90024
Letter dated May 7, 2010

Comment 43B.1

This comment summarizes the conclusion of this comment letter that subterranean parking is

geotechnically feasible.

This comment is introductory in nature and is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR.

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 43B.2

This comment summarizes the information contained in the Group Delta letter to Archstone-Smith dated

April 7, 2008 and background of the proposed Auger Pressure Grouted Displacement (APGD) piles to

support the foundation of the proposed apartment building.

This comment is noted, which is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required. It should be noted that the

referenced April 7, 2008 Group Delta letter applies to a project design of a different developer who

contemplated subterranean parking.

Comment 43B.3

This comment concurs with the conclusion of Group Delta in their April 7, 2008 letter to Archstone-Smith

that subterranean parking is geotechnically feasible.

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their

deliberations on the proposed project. It should be noted that the referenced April 7, 2008 Group Delta

letter applies to a project design of a different developer who contemplated subterranean parking.

While subterranean parking may be geotechnically feasible, the associated construction impacts would

likely be greater than the proposed project and the amount of excavated material, which would need to

be exported off-site, increasing construction traffic on surface streets and exacerbating construction air

quality impacts. These impacts associated with subterranean parking are described under Alternative 4

within Section 6.0, Alternatives in the Draft EIR. This comment is not directed at the adequacy or content

of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment 43B.4

This comment describes the APGD type piles to be installed in the construction of the proposed

apartment building. The comment concludes that more piles than initially stated may be required

resulting in increased construction time.

This comment is noted. It is acknowledged in Section 4.3, Noise, of the EIR that construction noise may

temporarily exceed the county noise standards during construction. It is also acknowledged that the

length of construction activities provided in the Section 3.0, Project Description, is an estimate determined

by using the best information available at the time of EIR preparation. This comment is not directed at the

adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further

response is required.

Comment 43B.5

This comment recommends the use of a construction vibration monitoring program to prevent potential

damage to neighboring structures as a consequence of construction activities. This comment also suggests

the project use earthquake safe construction practices.

It is important to note that the use of APGD piles was specifically selected for this project to mitigate

construction noise, vibrations and excess spoils for pile installation. The APGD pile system is very low

noise and vibration which considered against driven piles. APDG piles are considered to also be low

impact when considered against excess soils and drilling mud created by drilled piles which require

additional truck to export the excess materials. A pre-construction survey of existing conditions and

distress with photographic documentation and notation will be implemented prior to pile installation.

This comment is noted. The project apartment structures will be constructed to the earthquake safety

standards required at the time of building permit issuance. This comment is not directed at the adequacy

or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is

required.
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Comment Letter No. 43C

Jerry T. Overland
Overland Traffic Consultants, Inc.
27201 Tourney Road, Suite 206
Santa Clarita, California 91355
Letter dated May 17, 2010

Comment 43C.1

This comment summarizes the quality of the traffic study and suggests that the Draft EIR is incomplete

and with additional information the findings in regard to traffic impact may be different than concluded

in the Draft EIR.

The County has determined that the Raju Associates traffic study is complete and sufficient to analysis

the traffic impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project. This comment on

inconsistencies in the Draft EIR traffic study will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration

during their deliberations on the proposed project.

Comment 43C.2

The comment states that the traffic study follows the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation

(LADOT) guidelines and procedures, but then claims that the study is not consistent with several of the

City of Los Angeles guidelines and procedures. The comment suggests that the justification for any

exceptions to the guidelines and/or procedures that have been granted for the preparation of the project

traffic study should be included in the report.

The Traffic Study for the Millennium –Playa Del Mar Residential Project dated December 2009, prepared

by Raju Associates, Inc. follows the latest guidelines and procedures laid out by the City of Los Angeles

Department of Transportation. All the impact criteria, analysis procedures, and assumptions are

consistent with the City of Los Angeles guidelines. There are no exceptions or deviations from the

standard procedures that are utilized in the conduct of this study.

Comment 43C.3

This comment states that the signed scoping document with the City of Los Angeles Department of

Transportation (i.e., Memorandum of Understanding provided in Appendix A of the Traffic Study)

contains a different project distribution than that used in the Draft EIR traffic impact analysis (attached

are the two project distributions). The comment then makes three specific comments in regard to the

traffic study assumptions.
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The Memorandum of Understanding that the commenter is referring to was signed by LADOT in the

year 2007 for a previously proposed project by a different applicant on the same site with similar size and

design. Working closely with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Traffic and Lighting

and the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation staff members, this memorandum was drawn

up and a traffic study prepared and approved. However, a new applicant for the project decided to

prepare and complete the environmental documentation required for the Project, in the year 2009 and

engaged the services of Raju Associates to prepare the traffic study. This study required updated new

traffic counts that were obtained and used in the updated traffic study. Raju Associates contacted both

the jurisdictions and confirmed that the same MOU would be sufficient for preparation of the study.

Raju Associates prepared an updated distribution exhibit for the proposed project given the current

access considerations that direct traffic to the Grosvenor Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard intersection and

the fact that a traffic signal would be provided by the Proposed Project after discussions with the LADOT

and County of Los Angeles. The previous distribution patterns would not be valid given the project

design and the access emphasis on Grosvenor Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard intersection. Therefore, the

traffic study correctly assumed a conservative approach to assigning all project traffic to determine the

full potential of traffic impact at that location and therefore, not reduce the potential impact by

distributing the same to Juniette Street and Westlawn Avenue per the old traffic analysis. In order to

provide full documentation, Raju included the previously approved MOU as well as the updated

distribution patterns used in the study.

The updated trip distribution figure is attached. Based on the trip distribution patterns used in the Traffic

Study Report, the traffic analysis is completely consistent with the project design and correctly represents

the project’s traffic effects at all the intersections analyzed in the study. The project traffic assignment

does not assume that Bluff Creek Drive would be completely built to Lincoln Boulevard but rather only

the segment of Bluff Creek Drive between Lincoln Boulevard and Dawn Creek in the Playa Vista First

Phase area was assumed to be built. Since the study, this segment of Bluff Creek Drive has already been

built and is operational.

The traffic impacts have been correctly characterized in the on Table 5, page 35 of the Traffic Study for the

Millennium – Playa del Mar Residential Project, dated December 2009 prepared by Raju Associates, Inc.

Comment 43C.4

This comment questions the assumptions for the future cumulative traffic analysis in context to Playa

Vista. In particular, the comment claims that roadway improvements by others should not be included in

the cumulative analysis and the project traffic impacts should be presented without the Playa Vista

improvements to fully disclose the potential significant traffic impacts created by the project.
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Most of the Playa Vista First Phase Project traffic improvements have already been built or have been

designed and funded working closely with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation. These

improvements have a high probability of being built or have been bonded/funded. The City of Los

Angeles, Culver City and the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Traffic and Lighting

all agree with the improvement assumptions in the traffic report that these improvements would be built

prior to the Playa Vista development. The potential for Playa Vista development to occur without the

improvements does not exist, by the very nature of the mitigation program associated with the Playa

Vista Project.

Comment 43C.5

This comment concerns the site access and whether or not access to and from Juniette Street via the

southerly alley is part of the project circulation. The comment seeks clarification if access to the site is

allowed from the intersection of Centinela Avenue and Juniette Street.

The design of the access system for the Proposed Project is such that the Project’s traffic is directed to the

intersection of Grosvenor Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard. The project will also be providing a signal at

this location. To access the Project using the un-signalized intersection of Centinela Avenue at Juniette

Street would be more difficult and inconvenient than to use the adjacent signalized intersection of

Grosvenor Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard. The egress from the stop-controlled Juniette Street at

Centinela Avenue would become increasingly more difficult as more of the Playa Vista residential and

commercial developments get built. The provision of the traffic signal at Grosvenor Boulevard at

Jefferson Boulevard would facilitate safe and efficient access/egress to the Project as well as the adjacent

neighborhood traffic.

Comment 43C.6:

This comment addresses the traffic mitigation and whether the project trip distribution is applied

correctly to the project traffic impacts.

The City of Los Angeles had written an assessment and approval letter for the same project description at

the same site approving this mitigation measure. The Traffic Study for the Proposed Project analyzed the

un-signalized intersection per the City’s latest traffic study guidelines and determined that signal

warrants would be satisfied under the Future with Project conditions. The Project intends to implement

this mitigation measure prior to occupancy. The question of an alternative site access is not valid.

Traffic signal warrants analyses were performed under existing conditions also and it was determined

that a signal warrant was satisfied. Therefore, the second concern expressed by the commenter of
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whether signal warrants would be satisfied with a different distribution or whether the signal would be

approved is not valid.

Comment 43C.7:

This comment concludes that the traffic study findings are based on roadway improvements by others,

100 percent site access to and from Grosvenor Boulevard and claims that the study lacks the alternative

site access analysis necessary for full disclosure.

The Traffic Study is comprehensive and based on state-of-the-art current study practices accepted by the

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

Traffic and Lighting Division, the City of Culver City Transportation Department and the California

Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The study evaluated worst-case conditions required by CEQA

and was approved by all the reviewing agencies. All the study procedures, assumptions and

methodologies and ensuing mitigations were consistent with acceptable standards of all the responsible

agencies.
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Comment Letter No. 44

Carole Suzuki
12462 Beatrice Street
Letter dated July 8, 2010

Comment 44.1

This comment is introductory to the specific comments that follow and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed

at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no

further response is required.

Comment 44.2

This comment is opposed to the building height and recommends the structure be reduced from four to

three stories with two-story units closest to the adjacent single family residences on the north; please refer

to Topical Response 3: Project Design and Height. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or

content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is

required.

Comment 44.3

This comment recommends that subterranean parking would provide a better design for the project

because the overall building height could be reduced.

The Draft EIR does not identify any specific project level impacts associated with the above ground

parking garage, therefore no mitigation measures or design alternatives for a subterranean parking

garage would be necessary to reduce a significant impact. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or

content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is

required.

Comment 44.4

This comment is similar to Comment 44.3 above and recommends that the residential component of the

project should be designed above subterranean parking; please refer to Topical Response 3: Project

Design and Height and response to Comment 44.3 above. The comment is not directed at the adequacy

or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is

required.
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Comment 44.5

This comment acknowledges that the project site is transitional between the denser multi-family

apartment complexes on Jefferson Boulevard and the low density single-family residences to the north of

the project site.

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decisions makers. The transitional density of the

proposed project is discussed in the Section 4.1 Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, which describes

the proposed project as transitional between the multi-family land uses to the south and the single-family

residences to the north. Please also refer to Topical Response 1: Density and Land Use Compatibility for

further discussion.

Comment 44.6

This comment states that subterranean parking is feasible as indicated by surrounding apartment

buildings that have below grade parking areas. The comment recommends the project incorporate

subterranean parking. The commenter states a design preference and the comment is not directed at the

adequacy or content of the Draft EIR.

Excavation for subterranean parking would further exacerbate the significant construction noise and air

quality impacts. Therefore, a project design with subterranean parking would cause greater significant

construction impacts.

Please refer to responses to Comments 44.3 and 44.4 above.

Comment 44.7

This comment recommends the use of subterranean parking as a means of eliminating the northern

access driveway and reducing potential operational noise impacts to the single-family residences to the

north of the City of Davis. The commenter does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts,

or expert opinion supported by facts in support that the use of subterranean parking would reduce

operational noise impacts.

The revised project design analyzed in the Recirculated Draft EIR includes features that would further

reduce operational noise for those residences.

Comment 44.8

This comment is concerned about the noise that would come from the estimated 1,200 car trips each day.

The project estimated 1,200 daily trips incorporates both incoming and outgoing vehicle trips. The

majority of vehicle strips would occur during the morning peak hour of 88 trips and the afternoon peak
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hour of 115 trips. The remaining daily trips would occur primarily during the morning peak and the

afternoon peak. Section 4.3 Noise of the Draft EIR analyzed potential noise impacts of the project, which

includes the garage, and access. Noise level monitoring was conducted by Impact Sciences, Inc., using a

Larson Davis 820 Type 2 Sound Level Meter, a meter, which satisfies the American National Standards

Institute (ANSI) for general environmental noise measurement instrumentation. The nearest noise

sensitive receptors identified in the Draft EIR consist of single-family residences located directly north of

the site, multi-family residential apartment south of the site and three single-family residences on Juniette

Street next to the property’s southeast corner. The Draft EIR concludes that the greatest potential increase

in noise is from the increase in vehicle trips generated by the proposed project. Table 4.3-7 of the Draft

EIR, Operational Noise On-Site Impacts, shows that the project would contribute traffic volumes that

would increase noise levels from 0.0 dB(A) to 0.7 dB(A) along studied roadways segments. This increase

is not generally perceptible to most individuals and the operational noise levels are close to the applied

standard (see Table 4.3-4). Therefore, impacts are not considered significant given County noise

assessment methodologies and current assessment standards.

The Draft EIR also concluded that noise generated by vehicles traveling on the alleyways along the

northern and southern boundaries of the project site could result in a substantial permanent increase in

ambient noise levels at the adjacent single- and multi-family residences, respectively.

Comment 44.9

This comment recommends a parking structure with a vehicle access point directly off Grosvenor. The

commenter states a design preference but the comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

The proposed project access is to and from Grosvenor through use of an access driveway along the

northern property boundary. Noise associated with vehicular use of the access driveway would be in

compliance with the County’s Noise Ordinance because the parking garages and carriage units along the

northwest property boundary would attenuate noise to acceptable levels. Please se the discussion of

Noise Threshold 3 in Section 4.0 Sections Not Recirculated of the Recirculated Draft EIR for a more

detailed discussion.

Comment 44.10

This comment expresses opposition to the placement of carriage units along the northwest property

boundary adjacent to singe-family residences on Beatrice Street. This opposition to the carriage units will

be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project.
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Comment 44.11

This comment thanks the Planning Commission for their consideration on the issues raised in this letter.

This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 45 

Signed Petitions in Opposition to the Proposed Project 
Petitions Not Dated 

Comment 45.1 

This  comment  represents  a  listing  of  community members  and  other  individuals  in  opposition  to  the 

proposed project. The comment  is not directed at  the adequacy or content of  the Draft EIR. Consistent 

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 46

Scott Morgan, Acting Director
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
1400 10th Street
PO Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812
Letter dated October 7, 2010

Comment 46.1

This comment acknowledges receipt of the public Draft EIR, advises that no state agencies submitted

comments on the Draft EIR, and that the Draft EIR complies with the State Clearinghouse review

requirements. No further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 47

Anne M. Friel, Director of Residential Properties
Decron Properties
6222 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 400
Los Angeles, California 90048
Letter dated September 15, 2010

Comment 47.1

This comment from the property manager of the neighboring Playa Marina Apartments on Jefferson

Boulevard is in support of the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content

of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 47.2

This comment indicates that the support for the proposed project comes with the understanding that

access on the existing alley will be limited to egress only. The revised project design includes an egress

only exit along the southern alley to reduce the potential for vehicular noise in the alley. This comment is

not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 47.3

This comment expresses concern about the attractiveness of the building along the alley. The project

proponent will select reasonable trees to be planted along the alley, consistent with the drought tolerant

requirements of the Green Building Program. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of

the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 48

Tobyann Mandel
11906 Weir Street
Culver City, California 90230-6066
Letter dated October 5, 2010

Comment 48.1

This comment expresses concern about the amount of development in the project area including the

proposed Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartments project and will be forwarded to the decision makers

for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the

adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further

response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 49

Elizabeth A. Pollock
11923 Bray Street
Culver City, California 90230-6009
Letter dated October 6, 2010

Comment 49.1

This comment expresses opposition to the requested zone change from R-3 for the proposed

Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartments project because the project density should not exceed that allowed

under the current R-3 Residential zoning of the property.

The comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 49.2

This comment questions the need for additional market-value apartments and the lack of affordable

units. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 49.3

This comment questions the appropriateness to approve the less than required parking spaces for 196

dwelling units. Raju Associates, Inc. prepared a parking study for the 196-unit Millennium-Playa del Mar

project design, submitted as a July 7, 2010, memorandum to the County of Los Angeles Department of

Regional Planning. This parking study is included as Appendix 4.5 in the Recirculated Draft EIR. This

parking study includes an evaluation of the proposed revised project peak parking demand to the

parking supply proposed by the project to assess parking supply adequacy, and consequently, the

parking impact of the proposed project. The study was conducted to determine the appropriate supply of

parking spaces to be provided in order to adequately satisfy the projected parking demand of the revised

Millennium-Playa del Mar residential project and not cause any significant parking impact on the

surrounding neighborhood by limiting the likelihood that project residents or their guests would be

inclined to park on local streets in the vicinity of the project site. This evaluation estimated the parking

demand for the project using a calculation based on nationally published parking demand rates, and

estimating based on historical data from actual observed demands in Southern California. The

Recirculated Draft EIR Traffic Section concluded that the proposed project would provide 353 parking

spaces on site, which is more than sufficient to meet project demand. The study further concluded that

the proposed revise project design would have a surplus of 29 parking spaces on site, and there would be
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no parking impact on neighboring local streets from implementation of the proposed revised

Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartment project.

The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 49.4

This comment states that the Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association would consider accepting a

163 unit apartment complex with a maximum height of 35 feet and three stories. The comment is not

directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 49.5

This comment expresses concern about the manner in which the project proponent has interacted with

the community. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 50

Elizabeth Zamora, President
Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association
P.O. Box 661450
Los Angeles, California 90066
Letter dated October 6, 2010

Comment 50.1

This comment expresses the opposition of the Del Rey Homeowners & Neighbors Association to the

proposed Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartments project and states they would support 163 units,

building height of three stories, a right turn only egress from the parking garage, a single story a the

ingress, a two story limit along the entire northern wall, a sound wall on the north side, and a signal light

of Grosvenor and Jefferson.

The comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during their deliberations on

the proposed project. The comment does not question the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR.

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.

Comment 50.2

This comment expresses the opposition to the proposed revised Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartments

project design of 196 units at a height of four stories because the project density exceeds that allowed

under the current R-3 Residential zoning of the property and the proposed density is too dense located

next to one story homes. Please see Topical Response 1. Density and Land Use Compatibility and Topical

Response 3: Project Design for a detailed discussion.

The opposition to this revised design will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during

their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the adequacy or content of the

Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 51

Eric De Sobe, President
Del Rey Neighborhood Council
Letter dated October 6, 2010

Comment 51.1

This comment expresses the opposition of the Del Rey Neighborhood Council to the proposed

Millennium-Playa del Mar Apartments project because the project density exceeds that allowed under the

current R-3 Residential zoning of the property. This opposition will be forwarded to the decision makers

for consideration during their deliberations on the proposed project. The comment is not directed at the

adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), no further

response is required.
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